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The  reporter  is  indebted  to  Greorge  W.  Searle,  Esq.,  of  the  Suffolk 
Bar,  for  the  notes,  statements,  and  the  report  of  the  briefs  and  argu- 
ments of  counsel  in  United  States  v.  Plumer. 


CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 


MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT. 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1859. 


in  chambers  at  portland,  july  2,  1859,  before  clifford,  j. 
The  United  States  v.  Ctbus  W.  Plumeb.* 

A  writ  of  error  does  not  lie  from  the  Sapreme  Oowri  to  the  Circiiit  Court  in  a  criminal  case. 

This  was  a  petition  for  the  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error  in  a 
capital  case,  and  for  stay  of  execution  until  a  hearing  could  be 
liad  in  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  alleged  errors.  Plumer,  with 
three  others,  had  been  indicted,  tried,  and  convicted  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  Massachusetts  District,  and  sentenced  to  be  executed. 
A  full  statement  of  facts  will  be  found  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

Benjamin  F.  Butler ,  Geo.  W.  SearUj  and  F.  F.  Heard  appeared 
as  counsel  for  the  petitioner. 

C.  L.  Woodbury^  District  Attorney,  and  Milton  AndroSj  As- 
sistant District  Attorney,  for  the  United  States. 

The  material  facts  of  the  record  were  as  follows  :  — 

United  States  op  America. 

Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America^  for  the  District  of 

Massachusetts, 

At  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America,  for  the 
District  of  Massachusetts,  begun  and  holden  at  Boston,  within 
and  for  said  district,  on  the  15th  of  October,  A.  D.  1858. 

*  This  case  was  necessarily  omitted  from  the  first  volume  of  the  series. 
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MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT. 


United  States  v.  Plumer. 


Before  the  Honorable  Nathan  Clififord,  Associate  Justice,  and 
the  Honorable  Peleg  Sprague,  District  Judge 

[Here  follows  the  indictment.] 

The  record  then  proceeds  as  follows,  namely :  — 

At  this  present  October  term  of  this  court,  A.  D.  1858,  said 
Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  William  H. 
Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  William  Herbert,  and 
Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Ballard,  were  sev- 
erally set  to  the  bar,  and  had  this  indictment  read  to  them  ;  and 
thereupon  they  severally  said  that  thereof  they  were  not  guilty ; 
and  thereof  for  trial  put  themselves  upon  God  and  their  country  ; 
and  Benjamin  F.  Butler  and  Charles  P.  Chandler  were  assigned 
by  the  court  as  counsel  for  said  Plumer ;  P.  P.  Heard  and  P.  W. 
Pelton  were  assigned  as  counsel  for  said  Carther ;  Thornton  K. 
Lothrop  and  J.  Q.  Adams  were  assigned  as  counsel  for  said  Her- 
bert ;  and  J.  Hardy  Prince  and  Samuel  M.  Quincy  were  assigned 
as  counsel  for  said  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John 
W.  Ballard  ;  and  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W. 
Plumer,  William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther, 
William  Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John 
W.  Ballard,  severally  acknowledged  that  they  had  severally  re- 
ceived a  copy  of  the  indictment,  and  a  list  of  the  jurors,  agreeably 
to  law,  and  more  than  two  days  before  the  date  of  their  trial. 

A  jury  was  thereupon  impanelled  and  sworn  to  try  the  issue, 

namely,  John  B.  Chisholm,  foreman,  and  fellows,  namely,  Willard 

•Bacon,  Daniel  C.  Bates,  Lemuel  Grant,  Charles  Humplirey,  Asher 

.  Joslin,  Charles  B.  W.  Lane,  Benjamin  Norris,  Hiel  J.  Nelson, 

William  Parker,  William  Tinker,  and  Amasa  Whiting,  all  of  said 

<  district. 

And  the  said  jury  afterwards  returned  their  verdict  that  said 
Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  is  guilty  of 
murder  as  alleged  in  said  indictment ;  and  William  H.  Carther, 
otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  William  Herbert,  and  Charles 
H.  Stanley,  otiierwise  called  John  W.  Ballard,  are  severally 
guilty  of  manslaughter;  and  thereupon  said  Cyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  by  his  counsel,  moves  the 
court  for  a  new  trial,  as  follows :  — 
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[Here  follows  the  motion  for  a  new  trial ;  also  the  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment.] 
The  record  then  proceeds  as  follows,  namely :  — 
Time  was  allowed  by  the  court  for  preparation  of  counsel 
therein,  and  the  said  motions  were  set  down  for  hearing.  And 
afterwards,  at  the  same  term,  the  counsel  of  said  Plumer  moved 
the  court  for  leave  to  withdraw  the  said  motions  for  new  trial 
aad  in  arrest  of  judgment.  And  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise 
tailed  Gyrus  W.  Plumer,  having  been  brought  into  court,  and 
being  inquired  of  personally,  asks  that  such  leave  may  be  granted 
and  that  the  said  motions  may  be  withdrawn.  Whereupon  the 
court  did  grant  him  leave  to  withdraw  the  said  motions,  and  the 
same  were  accordingly  waived  and  withdrawn  by  said  Plumer ; 
said  Plumer  was  then  asked  if  he  had  anything  to  say  why  judg- 
ment of  death  should  not  then  be  pronounced  against  him.  And 
having  replied  thereto  fully,  and  no  good  cause  appearing  to  the 
contrary,  and  all  matters  in  the  case  having  been  fully  heard  and 
understood  by  the  court,  it  is  considered  by  the  court  that  the 
said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  be 
deemed  guilty  of  felony,  and  that  he,  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumor,  be  taken  back  to  the  place 
from  whence  he  came,  and  there  remain  in  close  confinement 
until  Friday,  the  24th  of  June  next ;  and  on  that  day,  between 
the  hours  of  eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  and  one  o'clock  in 
the  afternoon,  he,  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus 
W.  Plumer,  be  taken  thence  to  the  place  of  execution,  and  that 
he  be  tliere  hanged  by  the  neck  until  he  be  dead. 

THE  PETITION. 

UNrrED  States  op  America^ 

Ctreuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America^  for  the  IHstrict  of 

Massachusetts. 

To  the  Honorable  Nathan  Cliflford,  one  of  the  justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  sitting  within  and  for 
the  District  of  Massachusetts. 
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Gyrus  W.  Plumer  now  imprisoned  in  the  district  aforesaid, 
under  sentence  of  death  on  a  judgment,  warrant,  process,  and 
proceeding  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  says  that  there  is 
manifest  error  in  the  process,  proceedings,  premises,  and  judg- 
ment, and  feeling  aggrieved  thereby,  assigns  as  errors  in  said 
record,  process,  and  proceeding  the  errors  named  and  set  forth 
in  the  paper  hereunto  annexed,  marked  ^'  Assignment  of  Errors.'' 

The  said  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  plaintifif  in  error,  begs  the  court 
to  certify  the  errors  in  said  assignment  named  and  set  forth,  and 
that  he  may  have  leave  to  enter  the  same  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  at  the  next  December  term  of  said  Supreme 
Court,  and  that  execution  and  all  proceedings  in  said  case,  and 
in  the  premises,  may  be  stayed  until  a  hearing  is  had  in  said 
court  on  said  assignment  of  errors. 

i>  T       o A  loco  Ctrus  W.  Plumer. 

Boston,  June  80, 1859. 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  ERRORS. 

United  States  op  America. 

Circuit  Court  of  the  United  Stat-es  of  America,  for  the  District  of 

Massachusetts. 

Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  plaintiff  in 
error,  t;.  The  United  States  of  America,  defendant  in  error. 

And  now,  to  wit,  on  the  80th  of  June,  A.  D.  1859,  cometh 
the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer, 
in  his  proper  person,  who  is  now  imprisoned  in  the  District  of 
Massachusetts,  under  sentence  of  death,  on  a  judgment,  warrant, 
process,  and  proceeding  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  and  im- 
mediately saith  that  in  the  record  and  process  aforesaid,  and  also 
in  the  giving  of  the  judgment  aforesaid,  against  him  the  said 
Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plamer,  there  is  mani- 
fest error  in  these,  to  wit :  — 

1.  That  in  and  by  said  indictment  and  record,  there  is  no 
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Bufficient  ayerment  that  the  Circuit  Court  in  which  said  indict- 
ment was  returned  and  heard,  had  jurisdiction  of  the  offence 
therein  supposed  to  be  charged. 

2.  That  in  and  by  said  indictment  and  record,  there  is  no 
sufficient  averment  that  the  person  therein  supposed  to  be  injured 
was  within,  or  under  the  protection  of  or  jurisdiction  of,  the 
United  States,  or  in  the  peace  thereof. 

8.  That  in  and  by  said  record  it  nowhere  appears,  or  is 
set  forth,  that  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W. 
Piumer,  was  informed  of,  or  permitted  to  exercise,  or  did  ex- 
ercise, his  constitutional  right  of  challenge  of  the  jurors  returned 
for  his  trial. 

4.  That  in  and  by  said  record  it  nowhere  appears  or  is  set 
forth  that  said  Plumer  was  present,  either  at  the  impanelling  of 
the  jury  that  tried  him,  or  at  the  time  said  trial  was  had,  or  said 
Terdict  was  rendered  against  him. 

5.  That  in  and  by  said  record  it  nowhere  appears  that  said 
Plumer  was  permitted  to  be  heard  by  said  jury  so  impanelled, 
either  by  himself  or  his  counsel ;  and  that  in  truth  and  in  fact 
said  Plumer  was  not  permitted  to  address  the  jury  in  his  own 
proper  person. 

6.  That  said  verdict  of  guilty  was  rendered  upon  all  the  counts 
of  said  indictment,  while  one  or  more  of  said  counts  are  de- 
fective and  insufficient  in  law  to  support  any  judgment. 

7.  That  it  nowhere  appears  in  and  by  said  record  of  what  (if 
any)  felony  said  Plumer  was  adjudged  guilty. 

8.  That  it  nowhere  appears  by  said  record  of  what  "  felony  " 
the  court  "  deemed  "  or  adjudged  the  said  Plumer  to  be 
"guilty." 

9.  That  it  nowhere  appears  by  said  record  for  what  "  felony  " 
said  Plumer  was  sentenced  to  suffer  death. 

10.  That  it  nowhere  appears  in  and  by  said  record  that  Plumer 
received  sentence  of  death  for  the  particular  murder  of  which 
the  jury  had  found  him  guilty ;  but  only  for  "  felony  "  indefi- 
nitely, the  particular  felony  not  being  described  or  in  any  manner 
designated. 

11.  That  the  verdict  is  repugnant  to  the  general  averment  and 
clause  in  the  indictment  giving  the  court  jurisdiction. 
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12.  That  said  indictment  does  not  appear  to  be  signed  by  the 
foreman  of  the  grand  jury. 

13.  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the  verdict  of  said  jury  was 
rendered  in  open  court,  and  in'  the  presence  of  the  defendant. 

14.  That  said  record  is  in  other  respects  informal,  insufficient, 
erroneous,  and  the  judgment  thereon  void  and  of  none  effect. 

15.  That  by  the  said  record  it  appears  that  judgment  upon 
the  indictment  aforesaid  wasi  given  against  him,  the  said  Cyrus 
Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  in  form  aforesaid, 
whereas  judgment  by  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
ought  to  have  been  given  for  the  said  Plumer  that  he  be  thereof 
acquitted  and  go  thereupon  without  day.  Therefore  in  that  there 
is  manifest  error. 

And  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer, 

prays  that  the  said  judgment  aforesaid,  for  the  errors  being  in 

the  record  and  process  aforesaid,  may  be  reversed  and  annulled, 

and  absolutely  be  had  for  nothing,  and  that  he  may  be  restored 

to  the  common  law  of  this  land,  and  to  all  things  which  he  hath 

lost  on  the  present  occasion. 

Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called 

Cyrus  W.  Plumer. 
Boston,  June  80, 1869. 

Benj.  P.  Butler,  \ 

F.  F.  Heard,        >  of  Counsel 

Geo.  W.  Searlb,  ) 

MR.  SEABLE'S  ARGUMENT. 

Tlie  first  proposition  we  attempt  to  maintain  is  this,  that,  as  the 
acts  of  Congress  now  stand,  the  Supreme  Court  is  constitutionally 
bound  to  take  appellate  jurisdiction,  in  all  cases  whatsoever,  both 
civil  and  criminal,  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  except  where  it  has  original  jurisdiction,  and  that 
the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  (^United  States  v.  Moore j  8 
Gran.  159),  repudiating  appellate  jurisdiction  in  all  cases,  ex- 
cept where  Congress  had  specially  granted  it,  was  erroneous. 

In  other  words,  we  attempt  to  maintain  that  the  existing  acts  of 
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Congress,  if  rightly  interpreted,  make  no  "  exceptions  "  whatever 
to  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  conferred 
by  the  Constitution  ;  and  that  it  is  only  by  false  interpretations, 
that  those  acts  liave  ever  been  held  to  exclude  from  the  appellate 
jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  any  case  whatever,  civil  or 
criminal,  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  not  included  in  the  original  jurisdiction  of  that 
court. 

This  proposition,  we  claim,  is  established  by  the  following  argu- 
ments :  — 

Ist.  Tlie  entire  jdrisdiction,  both  original  and  appellate,  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  is  conferred  by  the  Con- 
stitution itself,  and  not  by  abt  of  Congress.  Constitution,  Art. 
3,  §  2. 

The  language  of  the  Constitution  on  this  point  is :  — 

1.  '^  The  judicial  power  shall  extend  to  all  cases,  in  law  and 
equity,  arising  under  this  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,"  etc.,  etc. 

2.  '^  In  all  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other  public  ministers, 
and  consuls,  and  those  in  which  a  State  shall  be  a  party,  the 
Supreme  Court  shall  have  original  jurisdiction. 

^'  In  all  the  other  cases  before  mentioned,  the  Supreme  Court 
shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law  and  fact,  with 
such  exceptions  and  under  such  regulations  as  the  Congress 
shall  make.'' 

2d.  Tlie  Supreme  Court  itself  has  acknowledged  that  at  least 
its  original  jurisdiction  was  conferred  by  the  Constitution  itself, 
and  not  by  act  of  Congress.    Thus  they  say  :  — 

"  Of  all  the  courts  which  the  United  States  may,  under  their 
general  powers,  Constitute,  one  only,  the  Supreme  Court,  pos- 
sesses [an  original]  jurisdiction  derived  immediately  from  the 
Constitution,  and  of  which  the  legislative  power  cannot  deprive 
it.  All  other  courts  created*  by  the  general  government  possess 
no  jurisdiction  but  what  is  given  them  by  the  power  [Congress] 
that  creates  them."     United  States  v.  Hudson^  7  Cran.  32. 

Here  the  court  asserts  that  at  least  its  original  jurisdiction  is 
derived  immediately  from  the  Constitution.    Yet  its  appellate 
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jurisdiction  is  just  as  clearly  conferred  by  the  Constitution  as  its 
original  jurisdiction,  as  the  clauses  quoted  from  the  Constitution 
show. 

The  only  difference  in  the  two  cases  is  this,  that  Congress  is 
authorized,  if  it  see  fit,  to  make  '^  exceptions "  and  ^'  regula- 
tions "  as  to  the  appellate  jurisdiction,  but  have  no  such  power  in 
regard  to  the  original  jurisdiction. 

Until  "  exceptions  "  are  made  by  Congress  to  the  appellate 
jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  Constitution,  that  jurisdiction  in- 
cludes all  cases  whatsoever,  civil  and  criminal,  arising  under  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  etc.,  except  such  as 
are  included  in  the  original  jurisdiction. 

The  point  we  contend  for  is,  that  Congress  has  no  power  what- 
ever affirmatively  to  confer  appellate  jurisdiction  on  the  Supreme 
Court.  It  only  has  a  discretionary  power  to  "  make  exceptions  " 
to  the  general  appellate  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  also  to  '^  make  regulations "  by  which  this  general 
appellate  jurisdiction  shall  be  exercised. 

The  Supreme  Court  itself  virtually  acknowledges  this  proposi- 
tion.    United  States  v.  Moore^  3  Cran.  169. 

Now  we  say  that  inasmuch  as  a  general  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion in  all  cases,  etc.,  whatsoever,  except  where  the  Supreme 
Court  has  original  jurisdiction,  is  affirmatively  conferred  by  the 
Constitution  itself;  and  inasmuch  as  Congress  has  no  power  at 
all  (on  this  precise  point  of  the  courts  having  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion), save  to  ''  make  exceptions  "  to  this  general  appellate  juris- 
diction conferred  by  the  Constitution  ;  and  inasmuch  also  as  all 
such  '^  exceptions  "  are  against  equality  and  right,  and  adverse* 
to  the  ascertainment  of  truth  and  the  accomplishment  of  justice, 
and  also  adverse  to  uniformity  and  certainty  in  the  law,  all  such 
''  exceptions ''  must  be  expressly  and  affirmatively  made.  They 
cannot  be  implied  from  any  acts  of  Congress  whatever,  much 
less  can  they  be  implied  negatively  or  unnecessarily  from  any 
acts  of  Congress. 

We  now  say  further  that  Congress  has  never  expressly  and 
affirmatively  made  any  ^'  exceptions  "  whatever  to  the  general 
appellative  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  Supreme  Court  by  the 
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Constitution.  The  Supreme  Court  itself  makes  no  pretence  that 
znj  such  '^  exceptions "  have  been  expressly  and  affirmatively 
loade  by  any  act  of  Congress. 

All  that  Congress  has  done  is  this :  it  has  passed  acts  pur- 
porting affirmatively  to  confer  upon  the  Supreme  Court  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  in  certain  cases  where  the  same  jurisdiction 
had  been  previously  conferred  by  the  Constitution. 

All  such  grants  by  Congress,  of  a  jurisdiction  already  con- 
ferred by  the  Constitution,  and  already  possessed  by  the  court, 
are  obviously  gratuitous,  extra-constitutional,  and  void,  since  (it 
may  be  repeated)  Congress  has  no  power  to  confer  any  appel- 
late jurisdiction  at  all,  but  only  to  ^'  make  exceptions  "  to  the 
appellate  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  Constitution. 

And  yet,  from  these  gratuitous,  extra-constitutional,  and  void 
grants  by  Congress  of  an  appellate  jurisdiction  (already  con- 
ferred by  the  Constitution  itself,  and  already  possessed  by  the 
court)  in  certain  cases,  the  court  has  implied,  and  that  too,  neg- 
atively and  unnecessarily,  an  ^'  exception  "  to,  oi^  denial  of,  the 
appellate  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  Constitution  in  all  other 
cases. 

And  this  negative  and  unnecessary  implication  from  these  gra- 
tuitous, extra-constitutional,  and  void  grants  by  Congress  of  an 
appellate  jurisdiction  in  certain  cases,  constitutes  the  only  ground 
on  which  the  court  now  repudiates  the  appellate  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred upon  it  by  the  Constitution  in  all  other  cases.  United 
States  V.  Moorej  3  Cran.  169. 

Now  we  insist  that  the  appellate  jurisdiction  conferred  upon 
the  Supreme  Court  by  the  Constitution  itself —  a  jurisdiction 
80  important,  not  merely  to  uniformity  and  certainty  in  the  law, 
but  also  to  equality,  truth,  justice,  and  right  —  cannot  be 
taken  away  by  any  such  negative  and  unnecessary  implication, 
from  extra-constitutional  and  void  acts  of  Congress  ;  but  that  it 
can  be  taken  away  only  by  constitutional  and  valid  acts  of  Con- 
gress specially  and  affirmatively  "  making  exceptions  "  to  the 
general  appellate  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  Constitution. 

But  let  us  see  what  is  the  argument  of  the  court  in  favor  of 
this  implication.    We  give  their  opinion  entire. 
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Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivored  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

''  This  is  an  indictment  against  the  defendant  for  taking  fees, 
under  color  of  his  office,  as  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

'^  A  doubt  has  been  suggested  respecting  the  jurisdiction  of 
tUis  court,  in  appeals  on  writs  of  error,  from  the  judgments  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  that  district,  in  criminal  cases ;  and  this 
question  is  to  be  decided  before  the  court  can  inquire  into  the 
merits  of  the  case. 

"  In  support  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  the  Attorney- 
General  has  adverted  to  the  words  of  the  Constitution,  from 
which  he  seemed  to  argue  that  as  criminal  jurisdiction  was  exer- 
cised by  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  under  the  description 
of  '  all  cases '  in  law  and  equity,  arising  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  as  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court  was 
extended  to  all  enumerated  cases,  other  than  those  which  might 
be  brought  on  '  originally,'  '  with  such  exceptions  and  under 
such  regulations,  as  the  Congress  shall  make,'  that  the  Supreme 
Court  possessed  appellate  jurisdiction  in  criminal  as  well  as  civil 
cases,  over  the  judgments  of  every  court,  whose  decisions  it 
would  review,  unless  there  should  be  some  one  exception  or  reg- 
ulation made  by  Congress,  which  should  circumscribe  the  juris- 
diction conferred  by  the  Constitution. 

"This  argument  would  be  unanswerable,  if  the  Supreme 
Court  had  been  created  by  law,  without  describing  its  jurisdic- 
tion. 

"  The  Constitution  would  then  have  been  the  only  standard  by 
which  its  powers  could  be  tested,  since  there  would  be  clearly  no 
congressional  regulation  or  exception  on  the  subject. 

"  But  as  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  has  been  described,  it 
has  been  regulated  by  Congress,  and  an  affirmative  description  of 
its  powers  must  be  understood  as  a  regulation,  under  the  Con- 
stitution, prohibiting  the  exercise  of  other  powers  than  those 
described. 

"  Thus  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  from  the  judg- 
ments of  the  Circuit  Courts,  is  described  affirmatively.     No 
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restrictiye  words  are  used.  Yet  it  has  never  been  supposed  that 
a  decision  of  a  Circuit  Court  could  be  reviewed,  unless  the  mat- 
ter in  dispute  should  exceed  the  value  of  $2,000.  There  are  no 
words  in  the  act  restraining  the  Supreme  Court  from  taking  cog- 
nizance of  causes  under  that  sum ;  their  jurisdiction  is  only 
limited  by  the  legislative  declaration,  that  they  may  re-examine 
the  decisions  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  when  the  matter  in  dispute 
exceeds  the  value  of  $  2,000. 

"  The  court,  therefore,  will  only  review  those  judgments  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Columbia,  a  power  to  re-examine  which  is  ex- 
pressly given  by  law  [act  of  Congress]. 

^*  On  examining  the  act  ^  concerning  the  District  of  Columbia,' 
the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  appellate  jurisdiction  granted  by 
that  act  is  confined  to  civil  cases. 

"The  words  'matter  in  dispute*  seem  appropriated  to  civil 
cases,  where  the  subject  in  contest  has  a  value  beyond  the  sum 
mentioned  in  the  act.  But  in  criminal  cases,  the  question  is  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused.  And  although  he  may  be 
fined  upwards  of  $  100,  yet  that  is,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  a  pun- 
ishment for  the  offence  committed,  and  not  the  particular  object 
of  the  suit. 

"  The  writ  of  error,  therefore,  is  to  be  dismissed,  this  court 
having  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case."  United  States  v.  Moorej  8 
Cran.  159. 

This  argument  of  the  court  has  two  palpable  fallacies,  incon- 
sistent with  each  other,  yet  either  of  them  sufficient  to  defeat  the 
conclusion  arrived  at.  The  court  attempt  to  blend  tliese  two 
'fallacies.  Or  rather,  they  fly  from  one  to  the  other,  as  occasion 
requires,  as  if  to  avoid  being  caught  in  either.  The  fallacies  are 
these:  — 

1.  One  part  of  their  argument  seems  to  assume  that  the  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  derived  from  the 
act  of  Congress,  instead  of  the  Constitution  ;  and  that  the  court 
can  therefore  have  no  appellate  jurisdiction,  except  what  the  act 
of  Congress  confers.  Whereas  the  truth  is  that  its  appellate, 
like  its  original  jurisdiction,  is  derived  wholly  from  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  not  at  all  from  the  act  of  Congress  ;  and  consequently 
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exists  in  all  cases  enumerated  in  the  Constitution,  unless  Oon- 
gress  have  '^  made  exceptions/'  or  taken  it  away  in  specific  cases. 

2.  Another  part  of  their  argument  seems  to  assume  that  their 
appellate  jurisdiction  is  derived  from  the  Constitution  ;  and  that 
it  therefore  necessarily  exists  in  all  the  cases  enumerated  in  the 
Constitution,  unless  Congress  have  ''  made  exceptions  ^^  thereto. 
So  far  well.  But  they  then  proceed  to  say  that,  Congress  having 
affirmatively  described  this  appellate  jurisdiction  in  civil  suits, 
where  "  the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds  the  value  of  $  2,000,*'  this 
simple  ^^  affirmative  description "  of  the  jurisdiction  in  those 
cases  ''  must  be  understood  as  a  regulation  under  the  Constitu- 
tion prohibiting  "  the  appeal,  not  only  in  all  civil  suits  for  a  less 
sum  than  $2,000,  but  also  in  all  criminal  cases  whatsoever. 

How  monstrous  this  reasoning  and  conclusion  are  will  be 
seen  when  it  is  considered  that  the  "  exceptions  "  and  ^'  regula- 
tions "  which  Congress  are  authorized  to  make  in  regard  to  the 
appellate  jurisdiction  of  that  court  are  two  wholly  different  things, 
and  have  wholly  different  objects  in  view.  The  object  of  the 
^^  exceptions  "  is  to  declare  that  the  class  of  cases  included  in 
them  shall  not  be  appealed  at  all. 

The  object  of  the  "  regulations  "  is  to  prescribe  the  conditions 
under  which,  anrd  provide  the  means  by  which,  another  class  of 
cases  may  be  appealed.  There  is,  therefore,  no  analogy  whatever 
between  the  "  exceptions  "  and  the  "  regulations  "  which  Con- 
gress are  authorized  to  make.  And  yet  the  court  have  con- 
founded the  two ;  and  solely  on  this  confusion  of  the  two  they 
base  their  decision,  withholding  the  appeal. 

The  language  of  the  Constitution  is  perfectly  clear,  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

'^  In  all  the  other  cases  before  mentioned,  the  Supreme  Court 
shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law  and  fact,  with 
such  exceptions  and  under  such  regulations  as  the  Congress  shall 
make." 

It  is  here  plain  that  the  words  '^  exceptions  "  and  '^  regulations  " 
mean  two  different  things,  because  the  sole  object  of  the  ^'  excep- 
tions "  (nobody  can  doubt)  is  to  particularize  what  cases  shall 
not  be  appealed,  whereas  the  '^  regulations  "  relate  only  to  those 
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cases  that  are  to  be  appealed.  This  is  certain,  since  it  is  ^^  under '' 
the  *^  regulations  '^  that  cases  are  to  be  appealed. 

Now  contrast  the  language  of  the  court  with  this  clear  language 
of  the  Constitution.    Thus  the  court  say :  — 

*^  But  as  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  has  been  described,  it 
has  been  regulated  by  Congress,  and  an  affirmatiye  description  of 
its  powers  must  be  understood  as  a  ^  regulation '  under  the  Con- 
stitution, prohibiting  the  exercise  of  other  powers  than  those 
described." 

Here  the  court  ignore  altogether  the  word  ^'  exceptions,"  as 
used  in  the  Constitution,  and  then  assume  that  it  is  by  "  regu- 
lations" that  certain  cases  are  to  be  excluded  from  appeal. 
Whereas  the  language  of  the  Constitution  is  explicit,  to  wit,  that 
it  is  by  ^^  exceptions  "  alone  that  cases  are  to  be  excluded  from 
appeal,  and  that  it  is  '^  under  "  (that  is,  in  conformity  with,  or 
by  means  oO  ^'  regulations "  that  other  cases  are  to  be  ap- 
pealed. 

Suppose  the  words  ^'  with  such  exceptions  "  had  been  left  out 
of  the  Constitution,  and  that  the  clause  had  read  (as  it  then 
would  have  done)  thus :  — 

^^  In  all  the  other  cases  before  mentioned  the  Supreme  Court 
shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law  and  fact,  under 
such  regulations  as  the  Congress  shall  make." 

Would  Congress  then  have  been  authorized  to  "  except "  any 
of  the  cases  enumerated  by  the  Constitution  itself  from  the  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  of  the  court?  Plainly  not.  They  would 
only  have  been  authorized  to  make  "  regulations "  "  under " 
which  all  the  cases  enumerated  by  the  Constitution  might  be 
appealed. 

If  the  words  "  exceptions  "  and  "  regulations,"  in  this  clause, 
bad  meant  the  same  thing,  the  language  of  the  Constitution  would 
not  only  have  been  tautological,  but  the  powers  granted  to  Con- 
gress would  have  been  widely  dififerent  from  what  they  are  now. 
If,  for  example,  the  two  words  "  exceptions  "  and  "  regulations  " 
were  to  be  held  to  mean  the  same  thing,  they  must  both  be  held 
to  mean  either  "  exceptions  "  or  "  regulations,"  for  they  could 
not  mean  the  same  thing,  and  yet  mean  both  of  these  two  dififerent 
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things.  If  then,  the  two  words  "  exceptions  "  and  "  regulations  " 
were  held  to  mean  only  '^  exceptions/'  Congress  would  have  sim- 
ply had  the  power  to  say  that  certain  cases  should  not  be  appealed 
at  all.  They  would  have  had  no  power  to  prescribe  any  "  regu- 
lations" whatever,  ^' under"  which  cases  should  bo  appealed. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  two  words  were  to  be  held  to  mean 
only  "  regulations,"  then  Congress  would  have  had  no  power  to 
"  make  exceptions  "  of  or^to  prohibit  the  appeal  of  any  cases 
whatever.  They  could  only  have  prescribed  "regulations" 
*^  under  "  which  all  cases  whatever  might  be  appealed.  But  now, 
by  giving  dififerent  meanings  to  these  two  different  words,  Con- 
gress gets  two  different  powers,  to  wit,  first,  the  power  to  forbid 
the  appeal  of  certain  cases ;  and,  second,  the  power  to  prescribe 
the  "  regulations  "  "  under  "  which  all  other  cases  may  be  ap- 
pealed. 

It  being  thus  established  that  the  words  "  exceptions  "  and 
**  regulations,"  as  used  in  this  clause  of  the  Constitution,  mean 
two  wholly  different  things,  and  grant  to  Congress  two  wholly 
different  powers,  there  is  left  no  foundation  whatever  for  the 
decision  of  the  court,  that  the  regulations  prescribed  by  Congress, 
*^  under  "  which  certain  cases  are  to  be  appealed,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  "  exceptions "  prohibiting  the  appeal  of  all  other 
cases.  These  "  regulations  "  apply  only  to  the  particular  cases 
to  which  they  purport  to  apply ;  arid  they  leave  all  other  cases  to 
stand  just  as  they  would  have  done  if  the  "  regulations "  had 
not  been  made. 

These  "  regulations  "  governing  the  appeal  in  civil  suits,  where 
the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds  $i2,000,  cannot  legally  be  construed 
into  "  exceptions "  prohibiting  the  appeal  even  of  other  civil 
suits,  where  less  amounts  are  involved.  Still  less  can  they  be 
construed  into  "  exceptions "  prohibiting  appeals  in  criminal 
cases,  which  are  not  mentioned,  and  where  not  money,  but  life» 
liberty,  and  character  are  in  issue.  Such  a  construction  would 
not  only  be  legally  absurd,  it  would  be  morally  atrocious. 

To  hold  that  a  regulation  prescribing  the  mode  of  appeal  in  a 
civil  suit  where  $  2,000  are  at  stake,  shall,  by  implication,  be 
deemed  a  prohibition  upon  any  appeal  in  a  criminal  case,  where 
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one's  life  is  at  stake,  would  be  an  interpretation  of  law  as  ludi* 
crous  and  grotesque  as  it  would  be  brutal  and  inhuman. 

It  is  a  maxim  of  universal  appplication,  that  all  interpretations 
are  to  lean  to  life  and  liberty.  And  neither  the  Supremo  Court, 
nor  any  other  decent  court,  has  any  excuse  for  disregarding,  or 
for  pretending  ignorance  of  this  maxim.  And  nothing,  it  would 
seem,  but  deliberate  corruption  would  induce  them  to  disregard 
it  in  this  case. 

If  it  be  asked,  what  could  have  been  the  motive  of  Congress 
in  providing  "  regulations "  under  which  the  appeal  of  civil 
cases,  where  the  amount  involved  exceeds  $2,000,  is  to  be  made, 
unless  it  were  to  exclude  all  other  cases  from  the  right  of  appeal  ? 
One  answer  is,  that  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  private  mo- 
tives of  Congress,  but  only  with  the  legal  effect  of  their  enact- 
ments, the  intentions  they  have  legally  conveyed.  Another 
answer  is,  that  it  is  presumable  that  Congress  may  have  thought 
some  special  ^^  regulations  **  would  be  useful  or  proper  in  those 
cases,  which  would  not  be  useful  or  proper  in  other  cases. 

But  perhaps  it  will  be  asked,  how  can  any  case  be  appealed, 
except  Congress  have  first  made  ''  regulations  "  for  its  appeal  ? 

The  answer  is,  that  there  are  writs  and  forms  of  proceeding 
well  known  to  tlie  law,  by  which  a  superior  court  reviews  the 
decisions  of  inferior  courts  ;  and  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  §  14, 
enacts :  — 

"That  all  the  before-mentioned  courts  of  the  United  States 
[including  the  Supreme  Court]  shall  have  power  to  issue  writs  of 
icire  facias^  habeas  corpics^  atfd  all  other  writs  not  specially  pro- 
vided for  by  statute,  which  may  be  necessary  for  the  exercise  of 
their  respective  jurisdictions,  and  agreeable  to  the  principles  and 
usages  of  law." 

This  provision  alone  would  be  ample  to  enable  the  Supreme 
Court  to  take  appellate  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  tried  in  subordi- 
nate courts. 

In  addition  to  all  this,  the  fifth  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
provides  that "  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property,  without  due  process  of  law." 

It  would  seem  that  no  narrower  interpretation  could  possibly 
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be  given  to  this  provision,  than  that  it  secures  to  a  defendant,  in 
a  criminal  case,  all  processes  known  to  the  conimon  law,  and  ap- 
propriate to  his  case.  It  includes,  for  example,  trial  by  jury. 
No  one  will  deny  this.  But  it  also  as  much  secures  all  other 
common-law  forms  of  proceeding,  as  it  does  this  one  of  trial  by 
jury. 

This  amendment  is  subsequent  in  date  to  the  Constitution,  and 
annuls  any  part  of  that  instrument  that  is  inconsistent  with  it. 

It  may  be  reasonably  questioned,  therefore,  whether  this  amend- 
ment does  not  absolutely  annul  that  portion  of  the  Constitution 
which  gave  Congress  any  discretionary  power  whatever  to  with- 
hold the  right  of  appeal  in  any  criminal  case  whatever.  At  any 
rate,  it  is  clearly  sufficient  to  condemn  all  such  absurd  and  pre- 
posterous implications  as  that  on  which  alone  the  Supreme  Court 
have  hitherto  refused  to  take  appellate  jurisdiction  in  criminal 
cases. 

There  is  something  marvellous  in  the  obstinacy  with  which 
the  Supreme  Court  have  refused  to  take  this  appellate  juris- 
diction in  defiance  of  a  plain  mandate  of  the  Constitution 
itself,  and  in  obedience  only  to  an  unnecessary  implication 
drawn  from  an  act  of  Congress,  which  (in  so  far  as  it  pur- 
ports to  grant  what  had  been  already  granted  by  the  Consti- 
tution, appellate  jurisdiction  in  any  case)  is  gratuitous,  extra- 
constitutional,  inoperative,  and,  legally  speaking,  an  entire  nul- 
lity ;  and  which,  tlierefore,  gives  no  color  of  authority  for  such 
an  implication. 

MR.  HEARD'S  ARGUMENT. 

Mr.  Heard  followed  upon  the  errors  assigned,  and  commenced 
upon  the  thirteenth  error,  as  follows :  ^^  13.  That  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  verdict  of  said  jury  was  rendered  in  open  court, 
and  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner." 

He  cited  Archbold's  Criminal  Pleading  (13th  ed.),  146,  and 
contended  that  it  must  appear  on  the  record  that  the  verdict  was 
rendered  in  open  court  and  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and 
that  in  this  the  record  was  insufficient. 

He  next  took  up  the  twelfth  error  assigned,  namely,  ^'  12. 
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That  said  indictment  does  not  appear  to  be  signed  by  the  fore- 
man of  the  grand  jury,"  which  he  contended  was  necessary, 
though  no  authority  was  found  for  this  point  at  comnlon  law. 

Eleyenth  error.  "  That  the  verdict  is  repugnant  to  the  general 
averment  and  clause  in  the  indictment  giving  the  court  jurisdio- 
tion." 

The  clause  referred  to  is  made  up  of  the  last  four  lines  in  the 
body  of  the  indictment,  namely,  ^^  And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon 
their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  District  of  Mas- 
sachusetts is  the  district  into  which  said  Gyrus  Plumer,  otherwise 
called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called 
Bichard  Carther,  William  Herbert,  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise 
called  John  W.  Ballard,  were  first  brought  after  committing  the 
aforesaid  *  ofifence.' " 

This  point  was  argued  at  length,  and  the  leading  case  in  Eng- 
land was  cited  in  its  support.  0'  Canndl  v.  Tlie  Queeuj  11  Clark 
&  Fin.  155 ;  also  Hollowat/  v.  The  Queeny  2  Denison's  Crown 
Cases,  287.  Mr.  Heard  contended  that  the  letter  ^^  s "  saved 
O'Connell,  and  that  the  principle  applied  in  that  case  applies  to 
the  case  at  bar.  He  also  contended  that  the  word  ^'  offence " 
should  have  been  in  the  plural,  inasmuch  as  the  several  pris- 
oners were  indicted  for  sevend  offences,  as  murder,  manslaugh- 
ter, etc. 

The  errors  assigned  from  the  seventh  to  the  tenth,  inclusive, 
were  then  considered,  which  are  in  substance,  that  it  nowhere 
appears  of  what  felony,  if  any,  Plumer  was  "  adjudged  *^  guilty, 
or  "  deemed  or  adjudged  guilty  "  ;  or  for  "  what  felony  he  suf- 
fered sentence  of  death  " ;  or  that  he  was  sentenced  to  death  for 
the  particular  murder  of  which  he  was  found  guilty  by  the  jury. 
Wharton's  Crim.  Law  (2d  ed.),  151. 

The  second  error  assigned  was  then  considered,  which  was  that 
there  was  no  sufficient  averment  that  the  person  alleged  to  be 
injured  was  under  the  protection  or  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States. 

Under  the  general  assignment  of  other  errors  and  informalities 
in  the  record,  the  counsel  raised  the  point  that  the  action  of  the 
court  was  improperly  put  in  the  past  tense,  while  he  contended 
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that  it  should  have  been  put  in  the  present  tense,  that  the  action 
of  the  parties  might  be  in  the  past  or  present ;  reading  from 
Gabbett,  ^ol.  II.  p.  563,  who  also  cited,  in  support  of  this  point. 
King  y.  Perin^  2  Saund.  898,  6th  ed.  He  also  cited  the  case  of 
United  States  y.  Bird^  1  Spr.  299,  in  support  of  another  error, 
that  no  ayerment  of  issue  joined  appeared  upon  the  record,  and 
read  also  from  Archbold  in  support  of  the  same  objection. 

Again,  under  the  general  assignment,  that  it  did  not  appear  of 
what  jury  a  list  was  acknowledged  to  be  receiyed  by  the  prison- 
ers "more  than  two  days  before  the  day  of  the  trial."  The 
record  of  United  States  y.  Bird  was  cited  as  being  correct  on 
this  point.  It  was  also  stated  this  case  was  the  first  under  the 
Crimes  Act  of  1790. 

MR.  BUTLER'S  ARGUMENT. 

Mr.  Butler  then  addressed  the  court  upon  the  general  question 
whether  a  writ  of  error  would  lie  in  a  criminal  case  to  the  Su- 
preme Court.  He  said  that  if  the  errors  assigned  seemed  mostly 
yerbal  and  immaterial,  there  was  no  situation  in  which  a  man 
might  better  be  excused  for  criticising  such  errors  than  one  where 
he  was  contending  for  his  life.  He  knew  of  nothing  better  cal- 
culated to  fit  any  person  for  a  full  and  fair  examination  of  this 
case,  than  reading  the  opinion  of  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  case  of 
Wilkes.  In  the  sparsity  of  writs  of  error  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States,  a  degree  of  inaccuracy  had  crept  into  their 
records. 

He  said  he  referred  to  the  originals  of  our  laws  on  crimes 
which  were  to  be  found  in  the  common  law  of  England,  and  re- 
marked that  our  laws  had  been  modified  by  statutes  and  con- 
formed to  the  institutions  of  our  country. 

He  said  that  the  laws  of  the  United  States  recognized  two 
kinds  of  murder :  one  was  murder  and  piracy  on  the  high  seas ; 
and  the  other  was  wilful  murder,  which  might  be  committed  in 
any  place. 

He  then  took  up  the  first  and  second  errors  assigned,  and  con- 
tended that  in  the  indictment  and  record  there  was  no  sufficient 
ayerment  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  oyer  the  case  at  bar, 
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and  contended  that  a  charge  of  piracy  and  murder  ^^  on  the  high 
seas  "  would  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of  every  nation  or  any 
which  should  first  come  at  the  ofiender. 

But  in  an  indictment  of  murder  simply,  the  rule  is  di£ferent. 
It  asserted  that  ^^  it  was  on  an  American  vessel."  He  contended 
that  this  would  never  be  explicit  enough  until  the  time  when  our 
country  shall  comprise  the  whole  of  America. 

There  was  also  no  averment  that  the  vessel  was  under  the  pro- 
tection of  the  United  States,  or  that  it  was  in  the  lawful  business 
of  the  United  States,  nor  that  Archibald  Mellen  was  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States ;  and  that  for  all  the  record  contained,  he  might 
have  been  a  pirate,  there  being  no  averment  that  the  injured 
person  was  under  the  protection  of  the  United  States. 

He  said  that  he  was  doing  his  whole  duty  in  attempting  to 
raise  a  reasonable  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  judge,  and  he  con- 
tended that  the  prisoner  should  have  the  benefit  of  such  a  doubt 
now  as  much  as  when  he  was  before  the  jury  upon  a  question  of 
fact. 

In  the  third  assignment  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the 
prisoner  was  allowed  the  privilege  of  challenging  the  jurors  by 
whom  he  was  tried  ;  and  he  said  that  in  a  broad  view  this  was  not 
merely  a  technical  point,  but  might  be  of  great  importance  to 
tliose  who  shall  come  after  us,  if  ever,  hereafter,  in  stormy  times, 
the  country  should  be  cursed  with  a  Jeffi'eys  on  the  bench.  In 
Massachusetts,  he  said  the  right  of  challenge  was  almost  taken 
away,  which  had  resulted  from  the  gradual  encroachments  of  the 
courts,  as  well  in  this  country  as  in  England. 

The  fourth  and  thirteenth  errors  assigned  were  then  con- 
sidered, that  there  was  no  averment  that  the  defendant  was 
present  at  the  time  of  impanelling  the  jury,  during  the  trial,  or 
at  the  return  of  the  verdict.  And  in  connection  with  this  the 
counsel  referred  to  the  general  error  that  the  record  was  put  in 
the  past  tense,  citing  copious  authorities  in  support  of  this  al- 
legation of  error.  By  the  present  tense  the  whole  proceedings 
were  recorded  as  they  came  up. 

The  fifth  assignment  was,  "  That  in  and  by  said  record  it 
nowhere  appears  that  Plumer  was  permitted  to  be  heard  by  the 
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said  jurj  so  impanelled,  bj  himself  or  his  counsel ;  and  that  in 
truth  and  in  fact  Plumer  was  not  permitted  to  address  the  jury 
in  his  own  proper  person."  He  said  that  here  there  was  a  double 
assignment,  an  error  of  law  and  an  error  of  fact ;  and  he  argued 
that  an  error  of  fact  would  lie  in  the  Supreme  Court. 

Tlie  sixth  error  was,  that  said  verdict  of  guilty  wsTs  rendered 
upon  all  th6  counts  of  said  indictment,  while  one  or  more  of 
said  counts  are  defective  and  insufficient  in  law  to  support  any 
judgment.  One  good  count,  the  counsel  was  willing  to  allow, 
was  sufficient  upon  which  to  find  a  verdict,  but  that  the  particu- 
lar count  on  which  the  defendant  is  found  guilty  must  appear  in 
the  record. 

He  then  criticised  the  record  in  the  errors  assigned  from  the 
seventh  to  the  eleventh  assignments  inclusive,  as  not  expressing 
what  felony  the  said  Plumer  was  found  guilty  of,  insisting  that 
the  statute  in  this  regard  was  nomen  collectivum^  and  only  meant  to 
express  that  the  defendant  should  be  found  guilty  of  the  felony 
with  which  the  fhdictment  charged  him ;  and  he  believed  that  in 
this  opinion  he  would  be  supported  by  every  good  lawyer,  that 
'^  the  felony  of  which  he  was  convicted  "  should  be  entered  on 
the  record. 

Mr.  Butler  continued  his  argument  by  dwelling  upon  the 
question  of  the  power  of  the  judge  to  stay  the  execution,  believ- 
ing that  if  it  was  in  his  power,  it  would  be  the  pleasure  of  the 
judge.  He  argued  this  point  briefly,  when  the  judge  said  that 
he  had  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  court. 

In  concluding  this  part  of  his  argument,  he  said  that  he  had 
labored  to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  court,  that 
in  all  this  mass  of  errors  there  were  some  which  should  be  cor- 
rected; and  for  himself  and  for  his  client  he  did  not  care 
whether  his  Honor  tried  the  case  again  himself  with  his  asso- 
ciate justice,  or  whether  it  were  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

He  then  passed  on  to  speak  of  the  possibilities  of  a  ^^  writ  of 
error  "  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  reading  from 
the  Constitution  the  appellate  jurisdiction  belonging  to  the  Su- 
preme Court,  and  cithig  various  cases  under  it,  and  said  that 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  first  suggested  a  doubt  on  the  subject  in 
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1805,  the  same  justice  having  passed  over  the  same  point  sub 
tSentw  in  1802.  This  was  the  case  of  United  StateB  v.  SimmSj 
1  -Cran.  252,  and  the  opinion,  the  counsel  believed,  was  given 
with  a  determination  that  the  President  should  not  appoint  any 
judges  to  take  a  certain  prisoner  out  of  the  hands  of  the  court. 
He  criticised  this  opinion  fullj,  and  declared  that  the  great  chief 
justice  had  confounded  the  regulations  made  for  one  purpose  and 
the  exceptions  made  for  another.  In  continuing  his  remarks  he 
cited  1  Gran.  212  ;  and  6  Gran.  807 ;  8  Gran.  159  ;  2  Gur.  412  ; 
3  Pet.  870,  in  which  the  point  was  ruled  by  obiter  decisions 
merely. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Butler  made  an  earnest  appeal  for  the  rights  of 
the  subject  when  prosecuted  bj  the  government.  He  declared 
that  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  Uie  Supreme  Gourt  will  have  to 
be  enlarged,  so  that  the  peace  of  the  country  and  the  rights  of 
the  citizen  might  be  secured  against  the  arbitrary  decisions  of 
political  judges,  by  having  such  cases  reviewed  by  the  high  court, 
consisting  of  learned  judges  from  all  parts  of  the  country,  who 
would  not  be  swayed  by  local  prejudice. 

The  argument  was  then  concluded  with  an  expressed  desire 
that  his  Honor  would  seal  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  to  get  the  minds  of  that  court  upon  the  case. 

Glippord,  J.  Plumer,  the  petitioner,  with  three  others,  to  wit, 
William  H.  Garther,  William  Herbert,  and  Gharles  H.  Stanley,  on 
the  30th  of  October,  1858,  was  indicted  for  the  crime  of  murder 
committed  on  board  the  ship  Junior  on  the  Iiigh  seas.  He  was 
charged  as  principal,  and  the  other  three  were  joined  in  the  same 
indictment  as  principals  in  the  second  degree.  They  were  all 
seamen  on  board  the  ship  Junior,  an  American  vessel  employed 
in  a  whaling  voyage,  and  the  charge  was  that  the  prisoners,  on 
the  26th  of  December,  1857,  on  the  high  seas,  when  the  ship  was 
in  the  Indian  Ocean,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular 
State,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought, 
murdered  Archibald  Mellen,  the  master  of  the  vessel.  Having 
been  first  brought  into  the  District  of  Massachusetts  after  commit- 
ting the  offence,  they  were  indicted  in  the  Gircuit  Gourt  for  that 
district,  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  the  8d  of  March, 
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1825,  and  the  petitioner  was  found  guilty,  by  the  verdict  of  the 
jury,  of  the  crime  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  but  the  other 
three  were  found  guilty  of  manslaughter,  and  not  guilty  of  the 
principal  charge.  Subsequent  to  the  verdict,  and  before  sentence, 
the  petitioner  filed  a  motion  for  new  trial,  alleging  errors  in  the 
rulings  of  the  court,  and  also  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
alleging  defects  in  the  indictment,  but  both  motions  were  after- 
wards withdrawn  by  the  advice  of  his  counsel,  and  at  his  own 
personal  request,  made  in  open  court.  Pending  those  motions, 
further  proceedings  in  the  case  were  suspended,  but  when 
they  were  waived  and  withdrawn,  the  district  attorney  moved 
for  sentence,  and  the  prisoner  was  set  at  the  bar  for  that  pur- 
pose. Inquiry  was  then  made  of  the  prisoner  by  the  clerk,  pur- 
suant to  the  order  of  the  court,  whether  he  had  anything  to  say 
why  sentence  of  death  should  not  be  pronounced  against  him ; 
and  the  court  having  heard  and  attentively  considered  his  re- 
ply, and  perceiving  nothing  therein  to  create  any  doubt  as  to 
the  legality  of  his  conviction,  proceeded  to  pronounce  against 
him  the  sentence  of  death  set  forth  in  the  record  as  required 
by  law.  Throughout  the  trial  both  judges  of  the  Circuit 
Court  were  present,  and  every  ruling  and  proceeding  in  the 
trial  were  fully  approved  by  both  judges.  Application  is  now 
made  to  the' presiding  justice  at  chambers  for  the  allowance  of 
a  writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme  Court  to  the  Circuit  Court 
to  remove  the  cause  into  the  Supreme  Court  for  the  correction  of 
certain  alleged  errors  in  the  record,  process,  and  proceedings  in 
the  trial,  as  specified  in  the  paper  accompanying  the  petition, 
called  the  assignment  of  errors.  Some  of  the  alleged  errors  are 
substantially  the  same  as  those  which  were  set  forth  in  the  mo- 

• 

tion  for  new  trial,  and  others  are  substantially  the  same  as  those 
set  forth  in  the  motion  previously  filed  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
both  of  which  were  waived  and  withdrawn  before  sentence.  As 
assigned  in  the  paper  filed  with  the  petition,  the  errors  are  fifteen 
in  number ;  and  the  several  assignments  have  all  been  very  fully 
and  ably  argued  by  counsel  appearing  in  behalf  of  the  petitioner ; 
but  I  do  not  think  it  proper  to  decide  the  questions  presented  in 
the  assignment  of  errors,  nor  any  one  of  them,  as  I  am  of  the 
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opinion  that  a  writ  of  error  will  not  lie  from  the  Supreme  Court 
to  the  Circuit  Court  in  a  criminal  case,  and  consequently,  that 
the  judges  of  the  Circuit,  whether  sitting  in  court  or  at  chambers, 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  prayer  of  the  petition.  The 
power  to  allow  a  writ  of  error,  after  final  judgment  in  a  civil 
action,  is  impliedly  vested  in  a  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  by  the 
twenty-second  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  subject  to  the  condi- 
tions therein  specified,  and  no  doubt  is  entertained  that  the  writ 
in  all  cases  falling  within  that  section,  may  be  allowed  by  either 
of  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court,  as  well  when  the  hearing  is 
at  chambers  as  when  the  application  is  presented  in  open  court. 
An  argument  upon  that  point  is  unijiecessary ;  but  the  prayer  of 
the  petition  is  denied  expressly  upon  the  grounds  that  the  Circuit 
Court  cannot  grant  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  a  criminal  case,  and 
that  a  writ  orerror  from  the  Supreme  Court  to  the  Circuit  Court 
will  not  lie  to  remove  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  such 
a  case  into  the  Supreme  Court  for  re-examination.  Bills  of 
exceptions  in  the  Federal  courts^are  required  to  be  drawn  as  at 
common  law,  under  the  statute  of  Westminster  2  (18  Edw.  I.  c. 
31),  passed  in  the  year  1285,  and  of  course  they  must  be  taken 
during  the  trial  and  before  the  jury  retire  from  the  bar,  and 
must  be  seasonably  sealed  by  the  judge  as  therein  required.  1 
Pick.  Stat.  206 ;  2  Tidd.  Prac.  862 ;  1  Arch.  Prac.  (11th  ed.) 
443  ;  2  Bac.  Abr.  113. 

Exceptions  under  that  statute  were  never  allowed  in  criminal 
cases  in  the  courts  of  the  parent  country  ;  and  from  the  moment 
it  was  adopted  as  the  rule  of  decision  in  the  Federal  courts  to  the 
present  time,  its  application,  without  any  exception,  has  uniformly 
been  confined  to  civil  actions.  1  Cliitt.  Cr.  L.  622  ;  1  Lev.  68  ; 
1  Sid.  65 ;  Bex  v.  StraUen,  21  How.  St.  Tr.  1187  ;  UnUed  States 
V.  GibeHj  2  Sumn.  22 ;  The  People  v.  Holbrook,  13  John.  90 ; 
Ex  parte  Barker^  7  Cow.  143  ;  People  v.  Vermilyea^  7  Cow.  108  ; 
1  Phil.  Ev.  997. 

Authority  to  grant  writs  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Courts  to  re- 
move criminal  cases  into  the  Supreme  Court  for  re-examination 
in  matters  of  law,  might  undoubtedly  be  vested  in  the  justices  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  but  the  insuperable  difficulty  in  the  way  of 
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exercising  any  such  power  at  the  present  time  is,  that  Congress 
has  not  conferred  any  such  jurisdiction.  Such  judicial  power  as 
belongs  to  the  United  States  was  created  by  the  Constitution,  and 
the  provision  is  that  it  shall  be  vested  in  one  Supreme  Court  and 
in  such  inferior  courts  as  the  Congress  may  from  time  to  time 
ordain  and  establish  ;  and  the  second  section  of  the  same  article 
provides  that  the  judicial  power  shall  extend  to  all  cases  in  law 
and  equity  arising  under  this  Constitution,  the  laws  of  Congress, 
and  treaties  made  or  which  shall  be  made  under  their  authority, 
and  to  all  the  other  cases  and  conkoversies  therein  enumerated, 
subject  of  course  to  the  rule  of  construction  and  the  limitation 
in  the  eleventh  article  of  the  Amendments.  Obviously,  the  words 
**  all  cases  in  law ''  are  comprehensive  enough  to  include  criminal 
cases  as  well  as  civil  actions,  but  the  difficulty  in  assuming  juris- 
diction without  an  act  of  Congress,  arises  from  the  provision  con- 
tained in  a  subsequent  clause  of  the  same  section,  which  will 
presently  be  noticed.  Original  cognizance  of  all  cases  affecting  am- 
bassadors, other  public  ministers,  and  consuls,  and  those  in  which 
a  State  shall  be  a  party,  is  confided  to  the  Supreme  Court  without 
any  qualification ;  but  the  provision  in  respect  to  the  appellate 
jurisdiction  of  that  court  is  that "  in  all  the  other  cases  before 
mentioned,  the  Supreme  Court  shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction, 
both  as  to  law  and  fact,  with  such  exceptions  and  under  such 
regulations  as  the  Congress  shall  make."  No  dispute,  it  would 
seem,  can  ever  arise  as  to  the  original  jurisdiction  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  as  it  is  conferred  in  unambiguous  terms  and  with- 
out any  qualification,  and  the  cases  to  which  it  extends  are 
specifically  enumerated ;  but  the  language  employed  in  describ- 
ing the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  that  tribunal,  is  not  quite  so 
cautiously  guarded,  and  it  is  conferred  subject  to  such  exceptions 
as  Congress  may  make,  and  must  be  exercised  under  such  regu- 
lations as  Congress  may  prescribe.  Unexplained,  it  would  extend 
in  all  cases  to  the  facts  of  the  case  as  well  as  to  the  law ;  but  the 
next  clause  of  the  same  section  provides  that  the  trial  of  all 
crimes,  except  in  cases  of  impeachment,  shall  be  by  jury ;  and 
the  seventh  amendment  ordains  that  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury  shall 
be  otherwise  re-examined  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
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common  law.  Parsons  v.  Bedford  et  al.  8  Pet.  447,  448.  Ex- 
ceptions to  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as 
conferred  in  the  second  section  of  the  third  article  of  the  Oon- 
stitution,  it  is  conceded,  maj  be  made  by  Congress,  but  the  argu- 
ment is  that  none  have  been  made ;  and  the  petitioner  insists 
that  until  exceptions  are  made  by  Congress,  the  appellate  juris*> 
iiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  extends  to  all  cases  whatsoever^ 
civil  or  criminal,  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  except  such  as  are  included  in  the  original  juris- 
diction of  that  court.  Ingeniously  put  and  well  argued  as  the 
proposition  has  been,  the  court  might  hesitate  to  reject  it,  if  the 
question  was  res  Integra  ;  but  it  is  not,  as  is  very  properly  con- 
ceded by  the  petitioner.  Even  viewed  as  a  the6ry  of  new  im- 
pression, the  argument  in  support  of  it  is  not  satisfactory,  as  it 
assumes  that  the  jurisdiction  exists  unless  it  be  shown  that  it  it 
excluded  by  some  express  exception  in  an  act  of  Congress. 
Separated  from  the  closing  sentence  of  the  clause  in  question^ 
the  construction  suggested  might  be  correct ;  but  the  whole  clause 
must  be  read  as  it  stands,  and  when  so  read  it  as  clear  that  the 
appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  if  Congress  legis- 
lates upon  the  subject,  must  be  exercised  under  such  regulations 
as  Congress  shall  prescribe,  as  it  is  that  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
is  conferred  with  such  exceptions  as  Congress  shall  make.  Un- 
doubtedly, the  powers  of  the  Supreme  Court,  both  original  and 
appellate,  are  given  by  the  Constitution,  and  not  by  the  Judiciary 
Act,  as  is  sometimes  supposed  ;  but  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of 
that  tribunal  is  limited  and  regulated  by  the  Judiciary  Act  and 
other  kindred  acts  upon  the  same  subject.  Had  Congress  organ- 
ized the  Supreme  Court  without  any  regulations  as  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  court  should  exercise  its  powers,  the  appellate 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  as  conferred  in  the  Constitution,  would 
have  been  as  untrammelled  as  its  original  jurisdiction  has  been 
througliout  our  judicial  history.  Difficulties  and  embarrassments 
for  want  of  such  regulations  would  undoubtedly  have  been  en- 
countered at  every  step ;  but  the  better  opinion  is,  that  Congress 
cannot  defeat  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  by 
omitting  to  enact  regulations  for  its  exercise,  as  authorized  by 


26  MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT. 

United  States't;.  Plamer. 

the  Constitution.  Congress,  it  is  true,  has  not  declared  in  ex- 
press terms  that  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court 
shall  not  extend  to  criminal  cases,  nor  to  civil  actions  or  suits  in 
equity  where  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  does  not 
exceed  the  sum  or  value  of  $2,000;  but  Congress  has  described 
affirmatively  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  that  court,  and  that 
affirmative  description  has  always  been  held  '^  to  imply  a  negative 
on  the  exercise  of  such  appellate  power  as  is  not  comprehended 
within  it."  United  States  v.  More^  8  Cran.  170 ;  Ihirousaeau  v. 
United  States,  6  Cran.  314. 

Original  cognizance,  concurrent  with  the  courts  of  the  several 
States,  is  conferred  upon  the  Circuit  Courts,  by  the  eleventh  sec- 
tion of  the  Judiciary  Act,  of  all  suits  of  a  civil  nature,  at  com- 
mon law,  or  in  equity,  where  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of 
costs,  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  $500,  and  the  United  States 
are  plaintiffs  or  petitioners,  or  an  alien  is  a  party,  or  the  suit  is 
between  a  citizen  of  the  State  where  the  suit  is  brought  and  a 
citizen  of  another  State.    1  Stat,  at  Large,  78. 

Unquestioned  power  is  also  conferred  upon  the  Supreme  Court 
by  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  same  act,  to  re-examine  upon 
writ  of  error  final  judgments  in  civil  actions  rendered  in  a  Cir- 
cuit Court,  where  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  ex- 
ceeds the  sum  or  value  of  $  2,000  ;  and  detailed  regulations  are 
enacted,  prescribing  the  steps  to  be  taken  in  suing  out  the  writ 
and  defining  the  manner  of  exercising  the  power,  as  contained  in 
the  same  and  subsequent  sections  of  that  act ;  but  they  all  have 
respect  to  the  removal  of  civil  actions  at  common  law,  suits  in 
equity,  or  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction.  Crim- 
inal cases  are  not  even  mentioned  in  those  regulations,  nor  is 
any  one  of  them  of  a  character  to  be  applied  in  the  removal  of 
an  indictment  or  judgment  in  a  criminal  ease,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  into  the  Supreme  Court  for  re-examination.  Viewed  in 
the  light  of  those  regulations,  as  the  case  should  be,  the  implica- 
tion k  very  strong  that  Congress  at  that  time  did  not  intend  that 
the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  therein  de- 
scribed, should  extend  to  any  cases  other  than  those  to  which 
those  regulations  applied ;  and  the  presumption  that  criminal 
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cases  were  intentionally  excepted  therefrom  is  much  strengthened 
by  the  fact  that  the  original  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Courts 
over  crimes  and  offences  cognizable  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  is  conferred  by  the  same  section  in  that  act,  which 
.  gives  those  courts  original  cognizance,  concurrent  with  the  courts 
of  the  several  States,  of  suits  of  a  civil  nature  at  common  law 
and  in  equity.    1  Stat,  at  Large,  78. 

Ample  provision  was  made  in  that  act  for  the  re-examination 
of  final  judgments  and  decrees  in  civil  actions  and  suits  in 
equity,  and  in  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction, 
where  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  exceeds  the 
sum  or  value  of  $  2,000 ;  but  no  provision  is  made  for  the  re- 
examination of  criminal  cases,  or  of  cases  of  a  civil  nature,  of 
any  kind  whatsoever,  where  the  matter  in  dispute  is  less  than 
the  sum  or  value  prescribed  in  the  twenty-second  section  of  that 
act. 

Alterations  have  since  been  made  in  the  regulations  upon  that 
subject,  such  as  substituting  appeals  in  the  place  of  writs  of 
error  for  the  removal  into  the  Supreme  Court  of  decrees  in 
equity,  and  decrees  in  admiralty  cases,  and  of  prize  or  no  prizOi 
and  for  writs  of  error  in  revenue  cases,  irrespective  of  the  amount 
in  dispute,  but  none  of  the  new  regulations  afford  any  support  to 
the  present  application,  or  give  any  countenance  whatever  to  the 
theory  that  a  writ  of  error  under  any  circumstances  will  lie  in  a 
criminal  case  to  a  Circuit  Court.  Repeated  decisions  of  the 
Supreme  Court  have  established  the  opposite  rule,  and  tHose 
decisions  have  been  too  long  acquiesced  in  as  sound  expositions 
of  the  Judiciary  Act  to  be  changed  without  an  act  of  Congress. 
Ez  parte  Kearney ^  7  Wheat.  42 ;  Ex  parte  WaiUn%,  3  Pet.  201 ; 
F(yr9yth  v.  United  States^  9  How.  571 ;  In  re  S.  C,  14  How. 
120;  Ex  parte  WatkinSyl  Pet.  568;  Ex  parte  Crordonyl  Black. 
505;  Bish.  on  Cr.  Proceed.  |  940. 

Efforts  have  been  made  in  Congress  at  different  periods  to  ex- 
tend the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  so  as  to 
include  criminal  cases,  but  the  measure  has  never  received  much 
support,  as  it  was  foreseen  that  it  would  increase  the  business  of 
that  court  beyond  what  the  judges  could  accomplish,  and  would 
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necessarily  lead  to  such  delays  as  would  tend  to  defeat  the  great 
purpose  intended  to  be  accomplished  in  the  administration  of 
criminal  justice. 

Petition  denied. 

Mr.  Bvtler.  —  I  now  make  application  for  a  writ  of  error 
eoram  vobisy  returnable  before  the  Circuit  Court. 

Judge  Clifford  intimated  that  he  was  of  the  impression  that  in 
the  practice  of  the  Circuit  Court,  the  writ  coram  vobis  had  been 
substantially  superseded  by  the  practice  of  a  petition  (with  an 
assignment  of  errors  annexed)  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  for 
informalities  and  defects  in  the  record.  It  was  then  arranged 
that  that  course  should  be  adopted,  and  the  court  agreed  to  hear 
the  application,  with  Judge  Sprague,  at  Boston,  on  Tuesday  morn- 
ing next,  at  the  Circuit  Court  room. 


HEARING  AT   BOSTON,  JULY  5  AND  6,  1859.    BEFORE    CLIFFORD 

AND  SPRAGUE,  JJ. 

The  United  States  v.  Cyrus  W.  Plumeb  et  al. 

1.  A  writ  of  error  coram  vobU  does  not  lie  in  the  Oircnit  Court  in  a  criminal  case,  either 
from  its  own  judgment  or  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court 

2.  Being  without  any  common-law  authoritj  to  trj  or  punish  offenderSf  except  for  con- 
tempt, they  cannot  exercise  any  power  in  a  criminal  case  not  derived  expressly  or 
impliedly  from  an  act  of  Congress. 

5.  No  authority  has  been  given  in  the  acts  of  Congress  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  re-examine, 
by  writ  of  error  or  in  any  other  manner,  the  rulings  or  judgments  of  the  District  Court 
in  crinUnal  cases.  No  such  authority  is  given  by  the  fourteenth  section  of  the  Judiciary 
Act. 

4.  By  that  section  Congress  only  intended  to  vest  the  power  to  issue  such  other  writs  in 
eases  where  jurisdiction  already  existed,  and  not  where  the  jurisdiction  was  to  be  ac- 
quired by  means  of  the  writ  to  be  issued. 

6.  Difference  between  the  writ  of  error  coram  nobii  and  the  writ  of  error  cotyisii  vobio 
explained  and  illustrated. 

6.  If  the  alleged  error  be  hi  the  judgment  itself,  and  not  in  the  process,  a  writ  of  error  does 
not  lie  in  the  same  court  to  correct  it 

7.  The  indictment  averred  that  the  alleged  crime  was  committed  in  and  on  board  of  a  cer- 
tain ship  called  the  Junior,  then  and  there  owned  by  and  belonging  to  the  four  per- 
sons therein  named,  all  of  whom  are  alleged  to  be  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  also 
eoDtained  the  further  allegation  that  all  the  criminal  acts  of  the  prisoner  were  oommltted 
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within  the  admiraltj  and  maritime  jnrisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and  within  the 
jnrisdietion  of  the  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the 
United  States.  Held,  that  there  ii  a  sufficient  ayerment  that  the  Circuit  Court  liad  juris- 
dictioii,  and  that  the  injured  party  was  within  and  under  the  protection  of  the  United 
States,  and  in  the  peace  thereof, 
t!  In  this  record  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  prisoner  was  permitted  his  right  of  chal- 
lenge. 

9.  By  thie  record  it  soffioiently  appears  that  the  prisoner  was  present  at  the  impanelliog  of 
jury,  and  v  hen  the  verdict  was  rendered  by  the  jury. 

10.  AU  the  counts  In  this  indictment  held  good ;  but  granting  that  some  are  bad  and  some 
good,  the  Terdict  should  stand. 

11.  The  use  of  the  past  tense  in  this  record  is  no  valid  objection  to  the  record. 

13.  It  sufficiently  appears  in  and  by  the  record  that  issue  was  joined. 

It.  When  the  docket  entries  show  that  the  list  of  witnesses  was  furnished  the  prisoner  in 
a  capital  case,  and  the  record  shows  that  prisoner  acknowledged  in  open  court,  before  the 
jury  was  impaneUed,  that  he  did  receiye  it  two  entire  days  prior  to  that  time,  it  suffi- 
ciently appears  that  such  list  was  famished  as  required. 

14.  It  sufficiently  appears  in  and  by  this  record  of  what  felony  the  prisoner  was  oonricted 
and  for  what  be  was  sentenced. 

1&.  The  designation  '*  foreman,"  appended  to  the  name  of  the  person  signing  the  indict- 
ment as  such,  is  sufficient,  is  the  designation  "  foreman  **  refers  to  the  introductory 
clanse  of  the  indictment,  and  to  the  record,  is  yerifying  the  legal  inference  that "  fore- 
man **  means  foreman  of  the  grand  jury. 

The  prisoner,  with  three  others,  was  indicted  in  the  Circuit 
Court  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  for  murder  on  the  high 
seas.     Plumer  was  tried  and  convicted. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  and  in  arrest  were  filed,  hut  they  were 
afterwards  waived,  and  Plumer  was  sentenced  to  be  executed. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error 
coram  nobis.  Benjamin  F,  Butler^  George  TT.  Searle^  and  F.  F. 
Beard  appeared  as  counsel  for  the  PlaintiflF  in  Error ;  C.  i.  Wood- 
bury^  District  Attorney,  and  M.  Andros,  Assistant  District  Attor- 
ney, appeared  for  the  Government. 

The  indictment,  record,  and  docket  entries  were  thus :  — 

the  indictment. 
United  States  op  America. 

Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America^  for  the  District  of 

Massachusetts. 

At  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America,  for  the 
District  of  Massachusetts,  begun  and  holden  at  Boston,  within 
and  for  said  district,  on  the  15th  of  October,  1858. 
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The  jurors  of  the  United  States  of  America,  within  and  for 
the  district  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath,  present, 

That  Cyrus  Plumer,  mariner,  otherwise  called  Cjrus  W. 
Plumer,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  district,  William  H.  Gar- 
ther,  mariner,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  late  of  New 
Bedford,  in  said  district,  William  Herbert,  late  of  New  Bedford, 
in  said  district,  mariner,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  mariner,  other- 
wise called  John  W.  Ballard,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  dis- 
trict, on  the  26th  of  December,  1857,  with  force  and  arms 
on  the  high  seas  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular 
State  of  the  said  United  States,  in  and  on  board  of  a  certain 
vessel,  the  same  then  and  there  being  a  ship  called  Junior, 
then  and  there  owned  by  and  belonging  to  David  R.  Greene, 
Robert  B.  Greene,  Dennis  Wood,  and  Willard  Nye,  all  citizens 
of  the  said  United  States,  in  and  upon  one  Archibald  IVfellen, 
then  and  there  being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and 
on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their 
malice  aforethought,  did  make  an  assault,  and  that  the  said  Cyrus 
Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrui?  W.  Plumer,  with  a  certain  gun, 
called  a  whaling  gun,  then  and  there  charged  with  gunpowder 
and  three  leaden  bullets,  which  said  gun  he  the  said  Cyrus 
Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  in  both  his  hands 
then  and  there  had,  and  held  at  and  against  the  body  of  him  the 
said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  being  in  and  on  board  of 
the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States, 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United  States,  then  and 
there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought,  did 
shoot  o£f  and  discharge,  and  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  other- 
wise called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there  with  the  three 
leaden  bullets  aforesaid,  out  of  the  gun  aforesaid,  then  and  there 
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bj  force  of  the  gunpowder  aforesaid,  by  him  the  said  Cyrus 
Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there  shot 
off,  discharged,  and  sent  forth  as  aforesaid,  him  the  said  Archi- 
bald Mellen,  then  and  there  being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship 
aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admi- 
ralty and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United  States,  in  and  upon 
the  left  side  of  the  body  of  him  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then 
and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought, 
did  strike,  penetrate,  and  wound,  then  and  there  giving  to  him 
the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  with  the  three  leaden 
bullets  aforesaid,  so  as  aforesaid  by  him  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there  shot  off,  dis- 
charged, and  sent  forth  out  of  the  gun  aforesaid,  by  force  of  the 
gunpowder  aforesaid,  in,  upon,  and  against  the  left  side  of  the 
body  of  him  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  and  then  and  there  pene- 
trating into  and  through  the  body  of  him  the  said  Archibald 
Mellen,  one  mortal  wound,  of  which  said  mortal  wound,  the  said 
Archibald  Mellen,  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on 
the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  then  and  there  on  the  said  twenty-sixth 
day  of  December,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  instantly  died.  And  that 
the  said  William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther, 
William  Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John 
W.  Ballard,  then  and  there  on  the  said  twenty-sixth  day  of  De- 
cember, in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  afore- 
said, and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  par- 
ticular State  of  the  said  United  States,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and 
of  their  malice  aforethought,  were  present,  and  then  and  there 
feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought,  were  aid- 
ing, abetting,  comforting,  assisting,  and  maintaining  the  said  Cyrus 
Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  the  felony  and  mur- 
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der  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  then  and  there 

» 

to  do,  commit,  and  perpetrate. 

And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say 
that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer, 
William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  William 
Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Bal- 
l:rd,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought,  him 
the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  did  then  and  there,  in  the  manner  and 
form  aforesaid,  kill  and  murder.  Against  the  peace  and  dignity 
of  the  said  United  States,  and  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that  Cyrus  Plumer,  mariner,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W. 
Plumer,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  district,  William  H.  Car- 
ther, mariner,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  late  of  New 
Bedford,  in  said  district,  William  Herbert,  late  of  New  Bedford, 
in  said  district,  mariner,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  mariner,  other- 
wise called  John  W.  Ballard,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  dis- 
trict, on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifby-seven,  with  force  and 
arms,  on  the  high  seas,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  in  and  on  board  of  a  certain  vessel, 
the  same  then  and  there  being  a  ship  called  Jimior,  then  and 
there  owned  by  and  belonging  to  David  R.  Greene,  Robert  B. 
Greene,  Dennis  Wood,  and  Willard  Nye,  all  citizens  of  the  said 
United  States,  in  and  upon  one  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there 
being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court, 
and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said 
United  States,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought, did  make  an  assault,  and  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there,  with  a  certain 
instrument  of  wood  and  iron,  called  a  hatchet,  which  he,  the  said 
Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and 
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there,  in  his  right  hand,  had  and  held,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen, 
then  and  there  being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and 
on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jarisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  withiu  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  in  and  upon  the  back  of  the  neck  of 
him  die  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  feloniously,  wil- 
fiilly,  and  of  his  malice' aforethought  did  strike,  thrust,  and  pene- 
trate, then  and  there  giving  to  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  in  and 
upon  the  back  of  the  neck  of  him  the  said  Archibald  Mellen, 
tlien  and  there  with  the  hatchet  aforesaid,  by  such  striking  with 
the  hatchet  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  one  mortal  wound, 
of  the  length  of  three  inches,  and  of  the  depth  of  two  inches,  of 
which  said  mortal  wound  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  on  the  said 
twenty-sixth  day  of  December,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  and  on 
board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and 
witliin  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United 
States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the 
jarisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United  States, 
instantly  died.  And  that  the  said  William  H.  Garther,  otherwise 
called  Richard  Garther,  William  Herbert,  and  Gharles  H.  Stan- 
ley, otherwise  called  John  W.  Ballard,  then  and  there,  on  the 
said  twenty-sixth  day  of  December,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  and  on 
board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and 
within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United 
States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United  States, 
feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  were  pres- 
ent, and  then  and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice 
aforethought  were  aiding,  abetting,  comforting,  assisting,  and 
maintaining  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Gyrus  W. 
Plumer,  the  felony  and  murder  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  and 
form  aforesaid,  to  do,  commit,  and  perpetrate. 

And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say 
that  the  said  Gyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Gyrus  W.  Plumer, 
William  H.  Garther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Garther,  William 
Herbert,  and  Oharles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Bal-^ 
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lard,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought,  him 
the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there,  in  the  manner  and 
form  aforesaid,  did  kill  and  murder.  Against  the  peace  and  dig- 
nity of  the  said  United  States,  and  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.  . 

'And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that  Cyrus  Plumer,  mariner,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W. 
Plumer,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  ^aid  district,  William  H.  Car- 
ther,  mariner,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  late  of  New 
Bedford,  in  said  district,  William  Herbert,  late  of  New  Bedford, 
in  said  district,  mariner,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  mariner,  other- 
wise called  John  W.  Ballard,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  dis- 
trict, on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-seven,  with  force  and 
arms,  on  the  high  seas,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  in  and  on  board  of  a  certain  vessel, 
the  same  then  and  there  being  a  ship  called  Junior,  then  and 
there  owned  by  and  belonging  to  David  R.  Greene,  Robert  B. 
Greene,  Dennis  Wood,  and  Willard  Nye,  all  citizens  of  the  said 
United  States,  in  and  upon  one  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there 
being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court, 
and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said 
United  States,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought did  make  an  assault,  and  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there,  with  a  cer- 
tain instrument  of  wood  and  iron,  called  a  hatchet,  which  he,  the 
said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and 
there  in  his  right  hand  had  and  held,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen 
then  and  there  being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and 
on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of 
the  said  United  States,  in  and  upon  the  neck,  back,  and  shoulders 
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of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  theu  and  there,  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought  did  strike,  thrust,  and 
penetrate,  then  and  there  giving  to  the  said  Archibald  Melleu,  in 
and  upon  the  neck,  back,  and  shoulders  of  him,  the  said  Archi- 
bald Mellen,  then  and. there  with  the  hatchet  aforesaid,  by  such 
striking  with  the  hatchet  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  sev- 
eral mortal  wounds,  to  wit,  one  mortal  wound  in  and  upon  the 
back  of  the  neck  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  of  the  length 
of  three  inches,  and  of  the  depth  of  two  inches,  and  one  mortal 
wound  in  and  upon  the  back  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Melleu 
of  the  length  of  three  inches,  and  of  the  depth  of  two  inches, 
and  two  mortal  wounds  in  and  upon  the  left  shoulder  of  him,  the 
said  Archibald  Mellen,  each  of  said  two  last-mentioned  mortal 
wounds  being  of  the  length  of  three  inches,  and  of  the  depth  of 
two  inches,  of  which  said  several  mentioned  and  described  mortal 
wounds,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  on  the  said  twenty-sixth  day 
of  December,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship 
aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admi- 
ralty and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United  States,  instantly  died. 
And  that  the  said  William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard 
Carthcr,  William  Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise 
called  John  W.  Ballard,  then  and  there,  on  the  said  twenty-sixth 
day  of  December,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  and  on  board  of  the 
ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States, 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United  States,  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  were  present,  and  then 
and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought 
were  aiding,  abetting,  comforting,  assisting,  and  maintaining  the 
said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  the  felony 
and  murdec  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  to  do, 
commit,  and  perpetrate. 

And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say 
that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer, 
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William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  William 
Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Bal- 
lard, feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought,  him, 
the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  in  the  inanner  and 
form  aforesaid,  did  kill  and  murder.  Against  the  peace  and  dig- 
nify of  the  said  United  States,  and  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

And  the  jurors  afores^iid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that  Cyrus  Plumer,  mariner,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W. 
Plumer,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  district,  William  H.  Carther, 
mariner,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  late  of  New  Bedford, 
in  said  district,  William  Herbert,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said 
district,  mariner,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  mariner,  otherwise 
called  John  W.  Ballard,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  district,  on 
the  twenty-sixth  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-seven,  with  force  and  arms  on 
the  high  seas,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the 
said  United  States,  in  and  on  board  of  a  certain  vessel,  the  same 
then  and  there  being  a  ship  called  Junior,  then  and  there 
owned  by  and  belonging  to  David  R.  Greene,  Robert  B.  Greene, 
Dennis  Wood,  and  Willard  Nye,  all  citizens  of  the  said  United 
States,  in  and  upon  one  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  being 
in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  afore- 
said, and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United 
States,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought,  did 
make  an  assault,  and  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise 
called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there  a  certain  gun,  called  a 
whaling  gun,  then  and  there  charged  with  gunpowder  and  three 
leaden  T)ullet8,  which  said  gun  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise 
called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  in  both  his  hands,  then  and  there  had 
and  held  at  and  against  the  body  of  him,  the  said  Archibald 
Mellen,  then  and  there  being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  afore^ 
said,  and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and 
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maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  par- 
ticular State  of  the  said  United  States,  then  and  there  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought  did  shoot  off  and  dis- 
charge, and  that  the  said  Gyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Gyrus 
W.  Plumer,  then  and  there  with  the  three  leaden  bullets  afore- 
said, out  of  the  gun  aforesaid,  then  and  there  by  force  of  the 
gunpowder  aforesaid,  by  him  the  said  Gyrus  Plumer,  otherwise 
called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  so  as  aforesaid  shot  off,  discharged,  and 
sent  forth,  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  being 
in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  afore- 
said, and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and 
*  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United 
States,  in  and  upon  the  left  side  of  the  body  of  him,  the  said 
Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought  did  strike,  penetrate,  and  wound ;  and  that 
the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  in 
and  on  boardiof  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  afore- 
said, aad  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United 
States,  then  and  there  with  a  certain  instrument  of  wood  and 
iron,  called  a  hatchet,  which  he,  the  said  Gyrus  Plumer,  other- 
wise called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there  in  his  right  hand 
had  and  held,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  being  in 
and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  afore- 
said, and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United 
States,  in  and  upon  the  neck,  breast,  shoulders,  body,  and  back 
of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of 
his  malice  aforethought  did  strike,  then  and  there  giving  to  him, 
the  said  Ajrchibald  Mellen,  as  well  by  the  three  leaden  bullets 
aforesaid,  so  as  aforesaid,  by  him,  the  said  Gyrus  Plumer,  other- 
wise called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  shot  off,  discharged,  and  sent  forth 
out  of  the  gun  aforesaid,  by  force  of  the  gunpowder  aforesaid,  at 
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and  against  the  body  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  in  the 
manner  and  form  aforesaid,  as  by  the  instrument  of  wood  and 
iron  called  a  hatchet,  as  aforesaid,  several  mortal  wounds,  to 
wit,  one  mortal  wound  in  and  upon  the  left  side  of  the  body  of 
him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  and  then  and  there  penetrating 
into  and  through  the  body  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen ; 
and  one  mortal  wound  in  and  upon  the  back  of  the  neck  of  him, 
the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  of  the  length  of  three  inches,  and  of 
the  depth  of  two  inches ;  and  one  mortal  wound  in  and  upon  the 
back  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  of  the  length  of  three 
inches,  and  of  the  depth  of  two  inches  ;  and  two  mortal  wounds 
in  and  upon  the  left  shoulder  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen, 
each  of  said  two  last-mentioned  mortal  wounds  being  of  the 
length  of  three  inches,  and  of  the  depth  of  two  inches,  of  which 
said  several  mentioned  and  described  mortal  wounds,  he,  the  said 
Archibald  Mellen,  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on 
the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  on  the  said  twenty-sixth  day  of  Decem- 
ber, in  the  year  aforesaid,  instantly  died.  And  that  the  said 
William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  William 
Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Bal- 
lard, then  and  there,  on  the  said  twenty-sixth  day  of  December, 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  and  on  board  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on 
the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  mal- 
ice aforethought  were  present,  and  then  and  there  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  were  aiding,  abetting, 
comforting,  assisting,  and  maintaining  the  said  Gyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  the  felony  and  murder  afore- 
said, in  the  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  to  do,  commit,  and  per- 
petrate. And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid, 
do  say  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W. 
Plumer,  William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther, 
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William  Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John 
W.  Ballard,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought, the  said  Archibald  Hellen,  did  then  and  there,  in  the 
manner  and  form  aforesaid,  kill  and  murder.  Against  the  peace 
and  dignity  of  the  said  United  States,  and  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present,  that  Cyrus  Plumer,  mariner,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W. 
Plumer,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  district,  William  H.  Carther, 
mariner,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  Ifcte  of  New  Bedford, 
in  said  district,  William  Herbert,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said 
district,  mariner,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  mariner,  otherwise 
called  John  W.  Ballard,  late  of  New  Bedford,  in  said  district,  on 
the  twenty-sixth  day  of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-seven,  with  force  and  arms,  on 
the  high  seas,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the 
said  United  States,  in  and  on  board  of  a  certain  American  vessel, 
the  same  then  and  there  being  a  ship  called  Junior,  then  and 
there  belonging  to  a  citizen  or  citizens  of  the  said  United  States 
(whose  name  or  names  is  and  are  to  the  jurors  aforesaid  as  yet 
unknown),  in  and  upon  one  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there 
being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court, 
and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said 
United  States,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought, did  make  an  assault,  and  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there  a  certain  gun 
called  a  whaling  gun,  then  and  there  charged  with  gunpowder 
and  three  leaden  bullets,  which  said  gun  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  in  both  his  hands,  then  and 
there  had  and  held  at  and  against  the  body  of  him,  the  said  Archi- 
bald Mellen,  then  and  there  being  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship 
aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admi- 
ralty and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and 
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within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United  States,  then  and  there 
feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his  malice  aforethought,  did  shoot  off 
and  discharge,  and  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called 
Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there,  with  the  three  leaden  bullets 
aforesaid,  out  of  the  gun  aforesaid,  then  and  there,  by  force  of  the 
gunpowder  aforesaid,  by  him,  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise 
called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  so  as  aforesaid,  shot  off*,  discharged,  and 
sent  forth,  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  being 
in  and  on  board  of  ti\e  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  afore- 
said, and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United 
States,  in  and  upon  the  left  side  of  the  body  of  him,  the  said 
Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought,  did  strike,  penetrate,  and  wound,  and  that 
the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  in 
and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  afore- 
said, and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United 
States,  then  and  there,  with  a  certain  instrument  of  wood  and 
iron,  called  a  hatchet,  which  he,  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  other- 
wise called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  then  and  there  in  his  right  hand, 
had  and  held,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  then  and  there  being  in 
and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on  the  high  seas  afore 
said,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the  said  United 
States,  in  and  upon  the  neck,  breast,shoulders,  body,  and  back 
of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of 
his  malice  aforethought,  did  strike,  then  and  there  giving  to  him, 
the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  as  well  by  the  three  leaden  bullets 
aforesaid,  so  as  aforesaid,  by  him,  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  other- 
wise called  Cyras  W.  Plumer,  shot  off*,  discharged,  and  sent  forth, 
oat  of  the  gun  aforesaid,  by  force  of  the  gimpowder  aforesaid,  at 
and  against  the  body  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  in  the 
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manner  and  form  aforesaid,  as  by  the  instrument  of  wood  and 
iron,  called  a  hatchet,  as  aforesaid,  several  mortal  wounds,  to  wit, 
one  mortal  wound  in  and  upon  the  left  side  of  the  body  of  him, 
the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  and  then  and  there  penetrating  into 
and  through  the  body  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen ;  and 
one  mortal  wound  in  and  upon  the  back  of  the  neck  of  him,  the 
said  Archibald  Mellen,  of  the  length  of  three  inches,  and  of  the 
depth  of  two  inches ;  and  one  mortal  wound  in  and  upon  the 
back  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  of  the  length  of  three 
inches,  and  of  the  depth  of  two  inches  ;  and  two  mortal  wounds 
in  and  upon  the  left  shoulder  of  him,  the  said  Archibald  Mellen ; 
each  of  said  last-mentioned  mortal  wounds  being  of  the  length 
of  three  inches,  and  of  the  depth  of  two  inches,  of  which  said 
several  mentioned  and  described  mortal  wounds,  he,  the  said 
Archibald  Mellen,  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and  on 
the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  on  the  said  twenty-sixth  day  of  Decem- 
ber, in  the  year  aforesaid,  instantly  died.  And  that  the  said 
William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  William 
Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Bal- 
lard, then  and  there,  on  the  said  twenty-sixth  day  of  December, 
in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  and  on  board  of  the  ship  aforesaid,  and 
on  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  United  States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State 
of  the  said  United  States,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  mal- 
ice aforethought,  were  present,  and  then  and  there  feloniously, 
wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought  were  aiding,  abetting, 
comforting,  assisting,  and  maintaining  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer, 
otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  the  felony  and  murder  afore- 
said, in  the  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  to  do,  commit,  and  per- 
petrate. And  so  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  say  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W. 
Plumer,  William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther, 
William  Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John 
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W.  Ballard,  feloniously,  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  afore- 
thought, the  said  Archibald  Mellen,  did,  then  and  there,  in  the 
manner  and  form  aforesaid,  kill  and  murder.  Against  the  peace 
and  dignity  of  the  said  United  States,  and  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further 
present  that  the  District  of  Massachusetts  ia  the  district  into 
which  the  said  Cyrus  Pluiner,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer, 
William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  William 
Herbert,  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Ballard, 
were  first  brought  after  committing  the  aforesaid  o£knce. 

A  true  bill. 

B.  F.  CoPEL^ND,  Foreman. 
Charles  Leti  Woodbubt, 

United  Siatee  Attorney  for  the  PUtriet  of  Mauaekusette. 

THE  RECORD. 

At  this  present  October  term  of  this  court,  A.  D.  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  fifty-eight,  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyfus 
W.  Plumer,  William  H.  Carther,  otherwise  called  Richard  Car- 
ther, WUliam  Herbert,  and  Charles  H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called 
John  W.  Ballard,  were  severally  set  to  the  bar  and  had  this  in- 
dictment read  to  them ;  and  thereupon  they  severally  said  that 
thereof  they  were  not  guilty ;  and  thereof  for  trial  put  them- 
selves upon  God  and  their  country ;  and  Benjamin  F.  Butler  and 
Charles  P.  Chandler  were  assigned  by  the  court  as  counsel  for 
said  numer ;  F.  F.  Heard  and  F.  W.  Pelton  were  aligned  as 
counsel  for  said  Carther ;  Thornton  K.  Lothrop  and  J.  Q.  Adams 
were  assigned  as  counsel  for  said  Herbert ;  and  J.  Hardy  Prince 
and  Samuel  M.  Quincy  were  assigned  as  counsel  for  Charles  H. 
Stanlev,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Ballard ;  and  said  Cvrus 
Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  numer,  William  H.  Canber, 
otherwise  called  Richard  Carther,  William  Herbert,  and  Charles 
H.  Stanley,  otherwise  called  J<rfm  W.  Ballard,  severally  acknowl- 
edged that  they  had  severally  received  a  copy  of  the  indictnuent, 
and  a  list  of  the  jorors^  agreeably  to  law^  and  mare  than  two 
days  befive  the  day  of  their  trial. 
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A  jury  was  thereupon  impanelled  and  sworn  to  try  the  issue, 
namely,  John  B.  Chisholm,  foreman,  and  fellows,  namely,  Willard 
Bacon,  Daniel  C.  Bates,  Lemuel  Grant,  Charles  Humphrey,  Asher 
Joslin,  Charles  B.  W.  Lane,  Benjamin  Norris,  Hiel  J.  Nelson, 
William  Parker,  William  Tinker,  and  Amasa  Whitney,  of  said 
district. 

And  the  said  jury  afterwards  returned  their  verdict  that  said 
Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  is  guilty  of 
murder  as  alleged  in  said  indictment ;  William  H.  Carther,  oth- 
erwise called  Richard  Carther,  William  Herbert,  and  Charles  H. 
Stanley,  otherwise  called  John  W.  Ballard,  are  severally  guilty 
of  manslaughter.  And  thereupon  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise 
called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  by  his  counsel,  moves  the  court  for  a  new 
trial  as  follows :  —  . 

[Here  follows  motions  for  new  trial,  and  in  arrest.] 

Time  was  allowed  by  the  court  for  preparation  of  counsel 
therein,  and  the  said  motions  were  set  down  for  hearing ;  and 
afterwards,  at  the  same  term,  the  counsel  of  said  Plumer  moves 
the  court  for  leave  to  withdraw  the  said  motions  for  new  trial  and 
in  arrest  of  judgment ;  and  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called 
Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  having  been  brought  into  court,  and  being 
mquired  of  personally,  asks  that  such  leave  may  be  granted  and  that 
the  said  motions  bo  withdrawn.  Wherefore  the  court  doth  grant 
bim  leave  to  withdraw  the  said  motions,  and  the  same  are  accord- 
ingly waived  and  withdrawn  by  said  Plumer ;  said  Plumer  is  then 
asked  if  he  had  anything  to  say  why  judgment  of  death  should 
not  now  be  pronounced  against  him ;  and  having  replied  thereto 
fully,  and  no  good  cause  appearing  to  the  contrary,  and  all  matters 
in  the  case  having  been  fully  heard  and  understood  by  the  court,  it 
is  considered  by  the  court  that  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise 
called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  be  deemed  guilty  of  felony,  and  that  he, 
the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  be 
taken  back  to  the  place  from  whence  he  came,  and  there  remain 
in  close  confinement  until  Friday,  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  June 
next,  and  on  that  day,  between  the  hours  of  eleven  o'clock  in  the 
forenoon  and  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  he,  the  said  Cyrus 
Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  be  taken  thence  to 
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the  place  of  execution,  and  that  he  be  there  hanged  by  the  neck 
until  he  be  dead. 

Among  other  entries  of  the  clerk's  docket  were  the  following, 
namely :  — 

No.  228.  Oct.  term,  1858.  Oct.  30th.  Indictment  presented 
by  the  grand  jury,  Benjm.  P.  Copeland,  foreman.  Nov.  1st. 
Copy  of  ind.  given  to  each  of  the  four  prisoners  ;  also  list  of  petit 
jurors.  Nov.  3rd.  The  court  inquiring,  all  acknowledged  that 
they  had  rec'd  a  copy  of  the  indictment  and  jury  list,  and  did  not 
object  to  their  arraignment.  Dec.  2nd.  Motion  for  a  new  trial 
filed,  and  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  by  Plumer.  March  30th. 
The  counsel  for  Plumer  withdraws  and  waives  his  motion  for  new 
trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Plumer  being  brought  into 
court  asks  leave  to  do  so,  and  leave  is  granted  by  the  court. 

THE  PETITION. 

United  States  op  America. 

Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America^for  the  District  of 

Massachusetts. 

To  the  Honorable  the  Justices  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  sitting  within  and  for  the  first  judicial  cir- 
cuit, in  the  District  of  Massachusetts. 

Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  now  imprisoned  in  the  district  aforesaid, 
under  sentence  of  death,  on  a  judgment,  warrant,  process,  and 
proceeding  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  says  that  there  is 
manifest  error  in  the  process,  proceedings,  premises,  and  judg- 
ment, and  feeling  aggrieved  thereby  assigns  as  errors  in  said 
record,  process,  proceeding,  and  judgment  the  errors  named  and 
set  forth  in  the  paper  hereto  annexed,  marked  ^^  assignment  of 
errors.** 

And  said  Plumer,  by  reason  of  the  errors  aforesaid,  and  other 
errors  in  the  proceedings  and  record  aforesaid,  prays  that  the 
record  and  judgment  be  set  aside,  reversed,  stayed,  respited,  re- 
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prieTed,  annulled,  and  held  for  naught,  and  that  he  be  discharged 

thereof,  and  be  suffered  to  go  without  day. 

Cybus  W.  Plumeb. 
Boston,  July  2, 1859. 

B.  P.  BUTLEB,  \ 

P.  P.  Heard,        >  of  Counsel. 
Geo.  W.  Seable,  ) 

United  States  of  Amebica. 

District  of  Massachusetts^  to  wit :  -« 

Boston,  6th  day  of  July,  1859. 
Then  personally  appeared  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cy- 
ras W.  Plumer,  and  made  solemn  oath  that  all  the  errors  in 
fact,  named  and  set  forth  in  the  ^'  assignment  of  errors,"  hereto 
annexed,  are  true,  and  every  statement  of  fact  in  said  assign- 
ment is  true  in  substance  and  effect. 

Before  me,  G.  D.  Guild, 

United  States  Commissioner. 

assignment  op  errors. 
Unfted  States  of  America. 

Cireuit  Court  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the  District  of 

Massachusetts. 

Cyras  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  plaintiff*  in 
error,  v.  The  United  States  of  America,  defendant  in 
error. 

And  now,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1859,  cometh 
the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  in 
his  proper  person,  who  is  now  imprisoned  in  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts, under  sentence  of  death,  on  a  judgment,  warrant,  pro- 
cess, and  proceeding  of  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  and  imme- 
diately saith  that  in  the  record  and  process  aforesaid,  and  also  in 
the  ^ving  of  the  judgment  aforesaid,  against  him  the  said  Cyrus 
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Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  there  is  manifest 
error  in  these,  to  wit :  — 

1.  That  in  and  by  said  indictment  and  record,  there  is  no 
sufficient  averment  that  the  Circuit  Court  in  which  said  indict- 
ment .was  returned  and  heard,  had  jurisdiction  of  the  offence 
therein  supposed  to  be  charged. 

2.  That  in  and  by  said  indictment  and  record,  there  is  no 
sufficient  averment  that  the  person  therein  supposed  to  be  injured 
was  within  or  under  the  protection  of  or  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  or  in  the  peace  thereof. 

8.  That  in  and  by  said  record  it  nowhere  appears,  or  is  set 
forth,  that  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer, 
was  informed  of,  or  permitted  to  exercise,  or  did  exercise  his 
constitutional  right  of  challenge  of  the  jurors  returned  for  his 
trial. 

4.  That  in  and  by  said  record  it  nowhere  appears,  or  is  set 
forth,  that  said  Plumer  was  present,  either  at  the  impanelling  of 
the  jury  that  tried  him,  or  at  the  time  said  trial  was  had,  or  said 
verdict  was  rendered  against  him. 

5.  That  in  and  by  said  record  it  nowhere  appears  that  said 
Plumer  was  permitted  to  be  heard  by  said  jury  so  impanelled, 
either  by  himself  or  his  counsel ;  and  that  in  truth  and  in  fact 
said  Plumer  was  not  permitted  to  address  the  jury  in  his  own 
proper  person. 

6.  That  said  verdict  of  guilty  was  rendered  upon  all  the  counts 
of  said  indictment,  while  one  and  more  of  said  counts  are  de- 
fective and  insufficient  in  law  to  support  any  judgment. 

7.  Because  all  the  acts  of  the  court  are  stated  in  the  past 
tense. 

8.  Because  it  does  not  appear  on  said  record  that  issue  was 
joined  between  the  prisoner  and  the  United  States. 

9.  It  does  not  appear  on  the  record,  that  the  prisoner  received 
a  list  of  the  proper  jurors  as  by  law  required. 

10.  That  it  nowhere  appears  in  and  by  said  record  of  what  (if 
any)  felony  said  Plumer  was  adjudged  guilty. 

11.  That  it  nowhere  appears  by  said  record  of  what  "  felony  " 
the  court "  deemed  "or  adjudged  the  said  Plumer  "  to  be  guilty." 
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12.  That  it  nowhere  appears  by  said  record  for  what  "  felony  " 
said  Flumcr  was  sentenced  to  suffer  death. 

13.  That  it  nowhere  appears  in  and  by  said  record  that  Plumer 
received  sentence  of  death  for  the  particular  murder  of  which 
the  jury  had  found  him  guilty ;  but  only  for  "  felony  "  indefi- 
nitely, the  particular  felony  not  being  described  or  in  any  man- 
ner designated. 

14.  That  the  verdict  is  repugnant  to  the  general  averment  and 
dause  in  the  indictment  giving  the  court  jurisdiction. 

15.  That  said  indictment  does  not  appear  to  be  signed  by  the 
foreman  of  the  grand  jury. 

16.  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the  verdict  of  said  jury  was 
rendered  in  open  court,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant. 

17.  That  said  record  is  in  other  respects  informal,  insufficient, 
erroneous,  and  the  judgment  thereon  void  and  of  none  effect. 

18.  That  by  the  said  record  it  appears  that  judgment  upon  the 
indictment  aforesaid  was  given  against  him,  the  said  Cyrus 
Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer,  in  form  aforesaid, 
whereas  judgment  by  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
ought  to  have  been  given  for  the  said  Plumer,  that  he  be  thereof 
acquitted  and  go  thereupon  without  day.  Therefore  in  that  there 
is  manifest  error. 

And  the  said  Cyrus  Plumer,  otherwise  called  Cyrus  W.  Plumer, 
prays  that  the  said  judgment  aforesaid,  for  the  errors  being  in 
the  record  and  process  aforesaid,  may  be  reversed  and  annulled, 
and  absolutely  be  had  for  nothing,  and  that  he  may  be  restored 
to  tlie  common  law  of  the  land,  and  to  all  things  which  he  hath 
lost  on  the  present  occasion. 

B.  F.  Butler^  Geo.  W.  SearlCy  and  F.  F.  Heard  appeared 
for  the  petitioner. 

Charles  Levi  Woodbury,  District  Attorney,  and  Milton  Andros, 
Assistant  Attorney,  appeared  for  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Searle,  for  the  prisoner,  contended  that  the  petition  and 
accompanying  papers  bring  into  controversy  the  validity  and 
sufficiency  of  this  record  as  a  chronicle  of  legal  justice,  so  formal 
and  accurate  as  to  justify  the  enforcement  of  its  last,  its  high- 
est, and   its   most  awful  penalty.     In  the  unequal  contest  of 
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the  citizen  with  the  government,  it  is  his  rights  to  the  last  breath 
in  his  body,  to  hold  the  line  and  the  plummet  to  authority, 
and  standing  there,  to  insist  that  law  shall  be  administered 
with  all  the  forms  and  all  the  circumstances  of  legal  justice. 
Between  that  power  and  the  prisoner  stand  the  rights  of  an 
accused  man.  He  is  now  held  by  the  strong  arm  of  might ; 
that  arm  must  be  upheld  by  the  law,  or  its  grasp  is  a  nullity ; 
that  arm  becomes  the  arbitrary  oppressor  of  the  prisoner,  and 
'  not  the  representative  instrument  of  justice,  unless  thus  strength- 
ened. The  law  assumes  now  to  enforce  its  terrible  penalty ;  it- 
assumes  to  take  human  life,  —  what  man  cannot  give. 

The  criminal  law  always,  in  its  worst  days,  had  its  theoretical 
and  even  its  real  offsets  of  benefits  and  privileges,  which  were  -se- 
cured to  the  victim  as  an  inheritance.  These  have  always  made 
up  the  forms  of  the  criminal  system.  It  is  only  by  due  process  of 
law  that  a  man  is  to  be  punished.  All  of  this  cause  has  now  passed 
into  the  record ;  justice  must  stand  on  that  record :  and*its  grasp 
is  powerless  unless  the  forms  of  justice  sustain  it.  Arbitrary 
power  is  no  attribute  of  that  criminal  arm. 

We  have  thought  it  proper  to  bring  this  record  to  the  attention 
of  the  court.  Now,  as  the  gibbet  looks  down  on  a  powerless  man, 
we  ask  the  representative  ministers  of  human  justice  to  pause, 
and  with  us  review  this  criminal  record,  to  see  to  it  from  begin- 
ning to  end  that  it  shows  tlie  forms  of  justice  in  all  its  parts,  to 
the  end  that,  if  it  be  found  valid,  the  law  shall  have  its  course  and 
be  glorified,  — if  it  can  be  glorified  by  human  blood  ;  but,  if  it  be 
found  not  so,  to  the  end  also  that  the  great  axe  be  arrested,  and 
stayed  at  least  until  it  can  rise  and  fall  with  law  to  sustain  it.  I 
am  desired  merely  and  strictly  to  open  the  errors,  others  are  to 
enforce  them.    They  need  no  statement  in  detail. 

What  must  the  criminal  record  show,  and  does  this  record 
come  up  to  the  standard  ?  That  is  in  substance  the  whole  ques- 
tion here  at  issue. 

I.  What  now  is  this  record  of  which  we  speak  so  much  ?  The 
record  may,  perhaps  with  sufficient  accuracy,  be  denominated 
the  contemporaneous  history  of  a  judicial  proceeding  from 
beginning  to  end.    That  record  imports  absoldte  truth,  and  for  it 
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there  can  be  no  intendment  and  no  presumption.  This  record 
has  gone  into  parchment.  For  to-day  and  all  time  that  is  the 
history  of  this  cause.  See  Sat/les  y.  BriggSj  4  Met  421 ;  Co. 
Litt.  260  a  ;  Com.  Dig.  Record  A.  P. ;  Fowler  v.  Byrdj  1  Hemp. 
214 ;  7  Com.  Dig.  title  Record  A. 

n.  What  must  and  should  that  record  of  a  capital  felony  con- 
tain ?  We  claim  that  the  only  reliable  answer  to  that  question  is 
contained  in  this  proposition,  namely :  — 

The  record  should  contain  an  exact  and  formal  statement  in 
the  present  tense  of  every  fact  necessary  to  show  demonstrably 
that  judicial  proceeding  right  and  proper  in  all  its  stages, — show- 
ing clearly,  without  equivocation,  doubt,  or  uncertainty,  every  fact 
necessary  to  justify  the  final  act  of  sentence.  It  must  be  as  ex- 
act as  an  indictment ;  if  so  exact  it  is  sufficient,  if  not  so  exact 
and  definite  it  is  insufficient.  The  Circuit  Court  is  one  of  lim- 
ited and  specific  jurisdiction.  This  record  must  affirmatively 
show  all  the  allegations  necessary  for  that  specific  jurisdiction. 
%«on  V.  The  State,  26  Miss.  (4  Cush.)  362. 

in.  This  record  is  so  faulty,  defective,  and  insufficient  as  to 
impose  upon  the  judicial  function  the  imperative  duty  of  setting  it 
aside  as  a  nullity,  recalling  the  sentence,  and  retrying  the  prisoner. 

1.  The  record  must  show  the  verdict  of  the  jury  in  all  cases 
of  capital  felony  to  have  been  delivered  in  open  court  in  the 
presence  of  the  prisoner.  Co.  Litt.  227  b ;  8  Ins.  110  ;  2  Hawk. 
P.  0.  c.  47,  §  2  (ed.  1824)  ;  2  Hale's  P.  C.  800 ;  Bacon's  Ab. 
Verdict  B. ;  2  Gabbett's  Cr.  Law,  629  (Dublin  ed.  1843) ;  Arch- 
hold's  Cr.  Plead.  146  (London  ed.  1856). 

2.  The  fourth  and  sixth  assignments  are  valid.  Tlie  entry  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  past  tense  is  fatal  on  error.  2  Wm. 
Saunders,  893;  2  Gabbett's  Cr.  Law,  663.  The  moment  the 
criminal  record  comes  to  the  past  tense  in  the  chronicle  of  the 
acts  going  on  at  the  trial,  we  lose  on  the  record  the  personal 
presence  of  the  prisoner,  without  which,  in  all  stages  of  a  crim- 
inal proceeding,  it  is  an  absolute  nullity. 

3.  The  seventh,  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth  assignments  show  that 
the  record  has  no  sufficient  adjudication  of  guilt  for  the  felony 
charged. 

VOL.  IXL  4 
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For  all  that  appears  on  this  record,  Plumer  may  have  been 
adjudged  guilty  of  manslaughter ;  which  sentence  would  not 
warrant  the  penalty  of  death.  See  form  of  entry  of  verdict  on 
the  record,  in  Arch.  Cr.  Plead.  (1856),  147 ;  also  form  of  judg- 
ment, 152. 

IV.  The  criminal  record  once  entered  up,  and  the  term  of  the 
court  at  which  the  record  was  made  up  being  ended,  that  record 
becomes  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  in  it  he  has  a  vested 
right ;  to  it  he  and  his  posterity  have  a  right  to  appeal  in  all 
coming  time  as  the  permanent  history  of  the  judicial  proceeding; 
it  cannot  be  altered  or  amended. 

^'  When  once  the  judgment  is  solemnly  entered  on  the  record, 
no  court  can  make  any  alteration  in  it ;  but  if  any  material  de- 
fect appear  on  the  face  of  it,  it  can  still  be  reversed  by  writ  of 
error."  Arch.  Grim.  Plead.  (Eng.  ed.)  153  ;  Sayles  v.  BriggBy  4 
Met.  421. 

"  When  proceedings  have  been  entered  upon  the  record,  the 
conmion-law  power  of  amendment  ceases ;  for  the  judges  at 
common  law  were  prohibited  from  allowing  alterations  to  be 
made  in  any  record."  Britton  Proem.  2,  2  ;  note  1  Smith's  L. 
Cases  (5th  ed.),  689  ;  see  BuUer's  N.  P.  321 ;  3  Bl.  Com.  407 ; 
1  Bacon's  Ab.  tit.  Amendment,  G.  P.  167  ;  2  Sellon's  Prac. 
458  ;  Short  v.  Kellogg  et  al.y  10  Geo.  182 ;  Gihm  v.  Wil9on,  18 
Ala.  63,  438  ;  2  Gude's  Prac.  187 ;  1  Com.  Dig.  Letter  K,  Amend- 
ment ;  Stat.  8  Hen.  612. 

The  Statutes  of  Jeofails  never  extended  at  common  law  to  the 
king's  criminal  process. 

y .  This  petition  with  its  assignment  is  the  proper  and  estab- 
ished  mode  for  reaching  these  questions  in  this  court,  and  opens, 
like  the  general  writ  of  error,  *•'  every  substantial  defect  appear- 
ing on  the  face  of  the  record  " ;  including  "  irregularity  in  the 
verdict  or  judgment,  or  any  manifest  error  on  the  face  of  the 
record."  Arch.  Plead.  161 ;  4  Bl.  Com.  891 ;  1  Chitty's  Crim. 
L.  747  ;  Picketfa  Heirs  v.  Legerwoody  7  Pet.  144. 

1.  It  has  been  already  adjudicated,  contrary  to  our  hopes  and 
against  our  confident  expectations,  that  no  writ  of  error  lies  from 
the  Supreme  to  the  Circuit  Court  in  any  criminal  case. 
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2.  It  must  follow  then,  that  this  is  the  highest  court  of  error  in 
ft  criminal  case,  and  the  remedy  in  error  must  be  open  before  it. 
Tliat  is  to  say,  it  having  been  held  that  no  writ  of  error  lies  from 
the  Supreme  to  the  Circuit  Court  in  such  a  case  as  this,  it  must 
follow  that  the  Circuit  Court  is  the  Supreme  Court  having  juris- 
diction :  for  before  all  supreme  legal  tribunals,  from  which  there 
is  no  appeal,  the  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  lies,  in  the  very  nature 
of  things. 

3.  The  final  remedy  in  error  somewhere,  is  a  fundamental  ele- 
ment in  every  judicial  system  in  both  civil  and  criminal  cases. 
There  can,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  be  no  complete  judicial 
system  without  this  final  redress  for  judicial  mistakes.  Whether 
the  given  case  is  a  proper  one  for  the  remedy  is  one  thing,  but 
that  there  is  such  remedy  is  inherent. 

4.  The  locality  of  the  redress  must  be  in  the  highest  court 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter.  If  there  is  no  remedy 
by  error  from  the  Supreme  to  the  Circuit  Court  in  criminal 
cases,  the  Circuit  Court  is  the  highest  court  of  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion in  such  cases,  and  the  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  must  be 
maintainable. 

5.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  in  this  case  some  of  the  points 
were  made  and  then  waived  on  motion  for  new  trial,  or  that  all 
of  them  were  open  in  arrest.  All  this  is  true  of  most  questions 
raised  in  error. 

6.  Nor  is  it  any  answer  to  say  that  the  Circuit  Court,  being 
created  by  statute,  has  no  common-law  jurisdiction  or  process, 
as  it  confessedly  has  the  common-law  procedure  in  pleading, 
practice,  and  evidence  ;  and  these  questions  plainly  relate  to 
procedure. 

To  an  inquiry  upon  these  several  points,  and  to  a  more  elabo- 
rate enforcement  of  these  suggestions^  my  associates  ask  attention  ; 
and,  that  their  better  words  may  be  heard,  I  give  way  to  them. 

Mr.  Heard  followed  upon  the  same  side.  Most  of  his  propo- 
sitions are  stated  in  the  preceding  case,  and  he  supported  them 
by  the  authorities  there  referred  to,  and  many  others  to  the  same 
effect. 

Mr.  Butler  then  followed  ia  vindication  of  the  petitioner's  right 
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to  the  writ,  and  in  support  of  the  validitj  of  the  various  errors 
assigned.  He  commenced  by  announcing  what  he  claimed  to  be 
a  canon  of  criticism  and  judgment  upon  a  record  in  a  case  of 
capital  felony  in  the  United  States  courts,  namely,  that  the  record 
must  be  a  memorial  of  all  the  proceedings  of  the  court,  and 
that  nothing  can  be  taken  by  intendment. 

The  United  States  were  sometimes  said  to  haye  no  common 
law  ;  but  yet  he  claimed  that  they  did  have  common  law  in  defi- 
nition, remedy,  and  procedure,  though  not  in  jurisdiction  or 
power.  It  was  not  exactly  the  common  law  of  England,  but  it 
might  be  well  enough  defined  the  common  law  of  England  as 
practised  here.  On  this  ground  he  supported  and  invoked  the 
English  decisions  in  cases  of  definition,  remedy,  and  procedure. 
He  then  proceeded  to  discuss  the  validity  of  the  errors  assigned. 
If  his  canon  was  correct,  he  believed  that  the  court  must  decide 
that  this  record  was  faulty  to  such  a  degree  that  they  must  set  it 
aside. 

Ho  took  up  the  errors  assigned  in  the  same  order  as  that  be 
adopted  in  arguing  in  support  of  the  application  in  the  preceding 
case,  and  he  supported  his  propositions  by  the  same  authorities. 

C.  L.  Woodburi/j  District  Attorney,  and  MUton  AndroSj  Assist- 
ant District  Attorney  for  the  United  States. 

1.  The  process  invoked  is  not  included  in  the  grant  to  this 
court  by  the  Process  Act.  There  is  no  criminal  jurisdiction  for 
tlie  United  States  court  in  criminal  matters. 

2.  The  averments  in  the  indictment  regarding  the  nationality 
of  the  vessel  are  such  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  attaches. 
For  the  limitations  which  have  been  put  upon  this  jurisdiction, 
see  United  States  v.  Bowers  et  oZ.,  5  Wheat.  197.  For  those  re- 
fused by  the  court,  see  the  applications  in  Furlong* »  Case  and  in 
Solmes^s  Case. 

The  distinction  between  piracy  and  murder  was  elaborately 
argued  by  Mr.  Marshall,  afterwards  chief  justice,  in  NasVs  Case^ 
which  see. 

The  act  of  1825  was  passed  to  distinguish  piracy  from  mur« 
der.     See  Act  1790  ;  also  5  Wheat. 

The  jurisdiction  extends  on  boacd  any  vessel  not  belonging  to 
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a  foreign  nation,  and  this  is  the  gist  of  Nashua  Ca$e.    No  Ameri- 
can aliip  loses  her  nationalitj,  except  bj  a  sale  to  a  foreigner. 

Statutes  also  extend  to  ships  built  after  the  act,  or  before  the 
act,  or  ships  forfeited  for  breach  of  laws  and  to  foreign  wrecked 
Tessels. 

The  averments  of  residence  and  character  of  vessel  are  suffi- 
cient. Jurisdiction  is  matter  en  paU.  Ship's  papers  are  not 
decisive.  United  States  v.  Bowers  et  al.  5  Wheat.  199-204. 
7th  point,  206. 

And  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant.  Lyle  v.  BodgerSj 
5  Wheat.  419. 

Is  the  allegation  that  the  owners  were  citizens  of  the  United 
States  sufficient  ?  United  States  v.  Furlanff^  5  Wheat.  203 ;  United 
States  V.  HubeH,  4  Wash.  0.  0.  702. 

Jurisdiction  is  not  limited  to  vessels  owned  bj  citizens  of 
United  States.  Congress  has  police  jurisdiction  on  the  high  seas, 
irrespective  of  the  nationality  of  the  vessel,  under  its  power  to 
regulate  commerce.  See  United  States  v.  CoomhSy  12  Fet.  72  - 
78. 

Acts  1820-1825  on  slave-trade. 

Act  1807,  §  7,  vessels  hovering  on  the  coast  to  land  slaves. 

Act  1847,  §  1,  alien  vessels  depredating  on  our  commerce 
when  there  is  a  treaty  with  their  country. 

Act  1804,  §  1,  on  burning  ships. 

Act  1825,  §  4,  murder  or  stabbing  where  the  party  dies  on 
land.     See  also  §  5. 

So  also  in  piracy,  see  below,  and  other  offences  against  the  law 
of  nations. 

Prima  faeie^  parol  proof  of  the  averment  was  sufficient.  United 
States  V.  Peterson,  1  Wood  k  M.  307  ;  United  States  v.  Bowers 
St  al.j  5  Wheat.  204,  206.  And  the  burden  is  afterwards  on  the 
defendant.    Lyle  v.  Bodgers,  5  Wheat.  419. 

The  regularity  of  the  ship's  papers  has  no  relation  under  these 
acts,  1825  or  1790,  to  the  offence.  United  States  v.  Peterson,  1 
Wood  &  M.  807,  818 ;  MeClung  v.  Boss,  5  Wheat.  119  ;  UniUd 
States  V.  Bowers  et  al.,  5  Wheat;  204,  206  ;  Lyle  v.  Bodgers,  6 
Wheat  418 ;  United  States  v.  Bolmes,  1  Cliff.  98. 
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Tiie  authorities  cited  for  the  prisoner,  which  refer  to  the  for* 
feiture  of  ships,  are  not  applicable,  as  the  nationality  remains  un- 
changed by  the  forfeiture.  Reference  is  made  to  the  Registry 
Act,  but  it  does  not  limit  the  scope  of  the  acts  of  1790  and  1825. 
Its  objects  are  purely  commercial.  United  States  v.  Cribertj  2 
Sumn.  88. 

Clifford,  J.  Prior  to  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  this  case, 
the  prisoner  had  been  indicted  and  convicted,  in  the  Circuit 
Court  for  this  district,  of  the  crime  of  wilful  murder  upon  the 
high  seas,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State, 
and  having  waived  and  withdrawn  the  respective  motions  for  new 
trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment,  which  he  filed  subsequent  to  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  he  had  been  sentenced  by  the  court  to  suffer 
the  punishment  of  death,  as  provided  by  the  act  of  Congress 
under  which  the  indictment  against  him  was  found.  4  Stat,  at 
Large,  116.  Convicted,  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  of  the  crime 
charged  in  the  indictment,  and  having  received  the  final  sentence 
of  the  law,  he  was  remanded  to  prison,  under  a  warrant  issued 
in  due  form  for  that  purpose,  where  he  remained  awaiting  the 
execution  of  the  sentence,  until  the  2d  of  July,  1859,  when  the 
petition  in  this  case  was  filed.  Though  the  prisoner  had  with- 
drawn the  motions  usually  employed  in  criminal  cases  to  correct 
errors  in  the  rulings  and  instructions  of  the  court,  and  for  arrest- 
ing the  judgment  when  the  indictment  is  defective  and  insuffi- 
cient, he  still  insists  that  there  are  defects  and  errors  in  the  pro- 
cess and  proceedings,  and  also  in  the  record  and  judgment  in 
the  case,  as  set  forth  in  the  paper  annexed  to  the  petition,  and 
marked  '^  assignment  of  errors,"  and  prays  the  court  that  ^^  the 
record  and  judgment  may  be  set  aside,  reversed,  stayed,  respited, 
reprieved,  annulled,  and  held  for  naught,  and  that  he  may  be 
discharged  thereof,  and  be  suffered  to  go  without  day."  Eigh- 
teen supposed  errors  are  set  forth  in  the  paper  annexed  to  the 
petition,  but  they  were  classified  at  the  argument  under  twelve 
heads,  and  it  will  be  convenient  for  the  court  to  follow  the  order 
adopted  at  the  bar.  Before  considering  the  respective  errors, 
however,  as  set  forth  in  the  paper  before  referred  to,  it  becomes 
necessary  to  inquire  and  determine  whether  the  Circuit  Court 
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possesses  the  power  to  re-examine,  reverse,  set  aside,  and 
annul  its  own  judgments  in  such  a  case,  in  this  form  of  pro- 
ceeding. Nothing  is  better  settled  than  the  rule  of  decision  that 
the  Circuit  Courts  have  no  common-law  jurisdiction  in  criminal 
cases,  and  it  necessarily  results  from  that  proposition  that  the 
answer  to  the  inquiry  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  graiit  the 
prayer  of  the  petition  must  depend  upon  the  construction  of  the 
act  of  Congress  organizing  the  judicial  system  of  the  United 
States,  and  other  kindred  acts  upon  the  same  subject.  United 
States  Y.  MudMon  et  al.,  7  Cran.  82 ;  United  States  v.  Coolidgej 
1  Wheat.  415 ;  United  States  v.  Bevans,  3  Wheat.  336  ;  PennsyU 
tfonia  y.  Wheeling  Bridge  Co.j  13  How.  668  . 

Acts  not,  previously  defined  as  an  offence  against  the  authority 
of  the  United  States  cannot  be  punished  as  such,  as  the  United 
States  have  no  unwritten  criminal  code  to  which  resort  can  be 
had  as  a  source  of  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.  Conkl.  Treat.  168. 
Courts  which  originate  in  the  common  law  possess  a  jurisdiction 
which  must  be  regulated  by  their  common  law,  until  some  statute 
shall  change  their  established  principles ;  but  courts  which  are 
created  by  written  law,  and  whose  jurisdiction  is  defined  by 
written  law,  cannot  transcend  that  jurisdiction.  Ux  parte  Bole- 
man  et  als.j  4  Cran  93  ;  United  States  v.  Libbeyy  1  Wood.  &  M. 
221 ;   United  States  v.  Wilson,  3  Blatch.  435. 

Circuit  Courts  were  created  by  the  Judiciary  Act,  and  they  are 
courts  of  limited  and  special  jurisdiction ;  and  being  without  any 
common-law  authority  to  try  or  punish  offenders,  except  for  con- 
tempt, they  cannot  exercise  any  power,  in  a  criminal  case,  not 
derived  expressly  or  impliedly  from  an  act  of  Congress.  Exclu- 
sive cognizance  of  all  crimes  and  offences  cognizable  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States  was  conferred  upon  the  Circuit 
Courts  by  the  eleventh  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  except  in 
cases  where  the  same  act  authorized  the  District  Courts  to  exer- 
cise the  same  jurisdiction ;  and  the  same  section  provides  that 
tlie  Circuit  Courts  shall  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the 
District  Courts  of  the  crimes  and  offences  cognizable  in  the  Dis- 
trict Courts.  1  Stat,  at  Large,  79.  Those  exceptions  from  the 
exclusive  cognizance  of  the  Circuit  Courts  over  crimes  and  of- 
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fences  committed  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States  were 
comparatively  few  at  that  period  of  our  history ;  but  the  third 
section  of  the  act  of  the  23d  of  August,  1842,  proYides  that  the 
District  Courts  shall  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Oir* 
cuit  Courts  of  all  crimes  and  offences  against  the  United  States, 
the  punishment  of  which  is  not  capital.  5  Stat,  at  Large,  61T.  . 
Indictments  for  all  offences  against  the  United  States  may  be 
found  either  in  the  District  or  Circuit  Court,  and  may,  on  motion 
of  the  district  attorney,  and  by  the  order  of  the  court  where 
pending,  to  be  entered  on  its  minutes,  be  transmitted  from  one 
court  to  the  other  for  trial:  except  that  indictments  for  capital 
offences  found  in  either  court  are  triable  only  in  the  Circuit 
Court;  and,  if  found  in  the  District  Court,  they  must  be  remitted 
to  the  Circuit  Court  for  that  purpose.  9  Stat,  at  Large,  72. 
Except  as  to  capital  offences,  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts,  in 
the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  in  criminal  cases,  are  courts  of  con- 
current and  co-ordinate  powers,  the  former  bearing  no  relation 
whatever  to  the  latter  as  an  appellate  tribunal.  The  authority 
to  re-examine,  by  writ  of  error,  final  judgments  in  civil  actions,  ' 
rendered  in  a  District  Court,  is  conferred  upon  a  Circuit  Court 
where  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  exceeds  the  sum 
or  value  of  $50  ;  but  the  acts  of  Congress  nowhere  authorize  the 
Circuit  Courts  to  re-examine  by  writ  of  error,  or  in  any  other 
manner,  the  rulings  or  judgments  of  the  District  Courts  in  crim- 
inal cases.  District  Courts  as  well  as  Circuit  Courts  have  power 
to  grant  new  trials  in  all  cases  where  there  has  been  a  trial  by 
jury,  for  reasons  for  which  new  trials  have  usually  been  granted 
in  the  courts  of  law,  meaning  the  common-law  courts  of  the 
State ;  and  that  power  extends  to  the  setting  aside  of  verdicts  in 
criminal  cases  as  well  as  in  civil  actions  in  courts  of  original 
jurisdiction.  New  trials  may  be  granted,  in  favor  of  the  accused, 
to  correct  an  erroneous  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  improper 
testimony  or  in  rejecting  proper  and  material  testimony,  for  mis- 
direction of  the  court,  or  for  the  misconduct  of  the  jury,  or  for 
newly  discovered  testimony,  or  because  the  verdict  is  against  the 
evidence  or  the  weight  of  tlie  evidence,  as  in  civil  actions  at 
common  law.   Judge  Story  held,  in  United  States  v.  CHbert  et  a<., 
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2  Samn.  19,  tliat  a  new  trial  oould  not  be  granted  in  a  case 
where  the  punishment  was  death  ;  but  it  is  now  everywhere  licld 
that  a  new  trial  maj  be  granted  in  such  a  case,  on  the  application 
of  the  aooused.  United  Stntea  y.  Williams  et  al.^  1  Oliff.  17 ; 
People  y.  Marriion^  Parker's  Cr.  Cas.  624 ;  2  Ben.  A  H.  Lead* 
Cr.  Cas.  464  ;  Regina  y.  Scaife  et  aL,  2  Den.  &  P.  281 ;  Camp- 
Ml  Y.  Queen,  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  N.  s.  814  ;  King  v.  Queen,  14  Ad.  A 
Ell.  N.  8.  31. 

Effective  means  are  provided  and  ample  facilities  afforded  to 
the  accused,  in  a  criminal  case,  for  testing  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  the  sufiSciency  of  the  indictment,  as  far  as  such  ob- 
jects can  be  accomplished  in  the  same  court,  without  any  such 
resort  as  that  which  is  proposed  in  the  case  before  tlie  court. 
Before  pleading,  the  accused  may,  if  he  sees  fit,  move  to  quash 
Uie  indictment,  setting  forth  as  reasons  one  or  both  of  those 
causes,  and  if  that  motion  is  overruled,  he  may  demur  to  the 
indictment  either  generally  or  specially  ;  and  the  settled  practice 
of  the  court  is,  that  if  the  demurrer  is  overruled,  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  if  the  charge  is  of  the  grade  of  felony,  shall  be 
reipondeat  ouster,  as  at  common  law.  Both  of  these  remedies 
are  open  to  the  accused  before  he  is  required  to  plead  to  the 
merits,  and  after  verdict,  if  he  does  not  prevail  before  the  jury, 
he  may  file  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  alleging  the  same 
defects ;  and  the  rule  is  equally  well  settled  that  such  a  motion, 
like  a  demurrer,  not  only  calls  in  question  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment,  but  extends  also  to 
any  error  in  law  which  is  apparent  in  the  record. 

Since  the  decision  in  the  preceding  case,  it  may  be  assumed 
without  further  argument  that  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme 
Court  to  the  Circuit  Court,  or  from  the  Circuit  Court  to  the  Dis- 
trict Court,  will  not  lie  in  any  criminal  case,  because  there  is  no 
provision  in  any  act  of  Congress  authorizing  any  such  proceed- 
ing, whether  the  charge  be  felony,  or  only  a  misdemeanor ;  but 
if  it  be  true  that  a  writ  of  error  may  be  sued  out  in  this  case,  to 
be  heard  in  the  Circuit  Court  where  the  trial  was  had,  and  where 
the  judgment  was  rendered,  then  the  same  right  may  be  exer- 
cised in  every  criminal  case  as  well  in  the  District  Court  as  iu  the 
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Circuit  Court ;  and  the  rule  is  just  as  applicable  in  misdemeanors 
as  in  the  case  before  the  court,  which  is  expressly  declared  by  the 
act  of  Congress  to  be  a  felony.  Either  the  right  exists  without 
any  limitation,  or  it  does  not  exist  at  all ;  and  if  it  does  exist,  it 
may  be  exercised  in  every  criminal  case,  whether  the  judgment 
was  rendered  in  the  District  or  Circuit  Court,  and  whether 
the  charge  is  a  felony,  punishable  with  death,  or  a  mere  misde- 
meanor. Seventy  years  having  elapsed,  or  nearly  so,  since  our 
judicial  system  was  organized,  the  conclusion  would  seem  to  be 
a  reasonable  one  that  if  there  is  any  foundation  for  the  right 
claimed  to  be  exercised  in  this  case,  some  trace  of  a  prior  exer- 
cise of  it,  or  of  a  claim  to  exercise  it  in  a  criminal  case,  would  be 
found  in  some  reported  decision  of  the  Circuit  or  District  Courts ; 
but  no  such  decision  is  referred  to,  nor  is  it  even  suggested  in 
argument  that  any  such  right  in  a  criminal  case  was  ever  before 
claimed  in  either  of  those  courts.  Errors  of  fact  in  the  process 
issued  in  a  civil  action,  or  such  as  happened  through  the  fault  of 
the  clerk  in  the  record  of  the  proceedings  prior  to  the  judgment, 
might  be  corrected  at  common  law  by  a  writ  of  error  sued  out 
and  returnable  in  the  court  where  the  action  was  commenced 
and  where  the  judgment  was  rendered.  When  granted  to  re- 
examine a  judgment  rendered  in  the  King's  Bench,  the  writ  was 
called  a  writ  of  error  coram  nobiSj  because  it  was  founded  upon  a 
record  and  process  described  in  the  writ  as  remaining  ^'  before 
us,"  in  accordance  with  the  theory  that  the  sovereign  of  the 
kingdom  presided  in  the  court.  2  Tidd's  Prac.  (Am.  ed.  1856,) 
1137  ;  Jacques  v.  Cesar^  2  Wm.  Saunders,  101,  note  1 ;  Dewitt  v. 
PoBt^  11  John.  460.  Such  writs  miglit  also  be  sued  out  in  the 
Common  Pleas  for  a  like  purpose,  that  is,  for  the  correction  of 
errors  of  fact  in  the  process  of  a  civil  action,  or  such  as  happened 
in  the  record  of  the  proceedings  through  the  fault  of  the  clerk ; 
but  the  writ  when  sued  out  and  returnable  in  the  latter  court  was 
denominated  a  writ  of  error  coram  vobis^  because  the  writ  was 
directed  to  ''  you  and  your  associates,"  meaning  the  chief  justice 
and  the  other  justices  of  that  coijrt.  1  Arch.  Prac.  (6th  ed.) 
60-1.  Apart  from  the  fact  that  these  formal  differences  designated 
the  particular  court  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  to 
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which  the  writ  was  returnable,  they  were  never  of  any  practical 
importance,  as  the  office  of  the  writ  of  error  was  the  same  in  both 
courts.  Where  the  error  is  one  of  fact,  and  not  of  law,  a  writ  of 
error  coram  nobis  in  the  King's  Bench,  or  coram  vobia  in  tlie  Com- 
mon Fleas,  lies  in  the  same  court,  as  where  the  defendant,  being 
under  age,  appeared  by  attorney,  or  where  the  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant was  a  married  woman  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  or 
died  before  verdict,  or  before  interlocutory  judgment.  2  Tidd's 
Prac.  1137  ;  1  Arch.  Prac.  504 ;  2  Sellon.  Prac.  363. 

Errors  of  the  description  mentioned  are  usually  corrected  in 
the  Federal  courts  on  motion  to  amend,  supported,  if  need  be,  by 
affidavit ;  but  reported  cases  may  be  found  in  which  it  was  claimed 
that  a  writ  of  error  would  lie  in  the  same  court  to  reverse  the 
judgment  on  account  of  such  defects.  Instances  of  the  kind  are 
not  numerous,  but  the  practice  is  not  entirely  unknown,  though 
it  has  never  received  the  sanction  of  the  Supreme  Court.  Picket 
V.  Legerwoody  7  Pet.  144.  Resort  to  that  remedy  has  certainly 
been  had  in  a  few  instances  in  the  Circuit  Courts  in  civil  cases, 
but  the  writ  of  error  is  usually  denominated  a  writ  of  error  coram 
tobisy  as  it  is  directed  to  the  justices  of  the  court  where  the 
judgment  was  rendered  ;  and  all  the  authorities  agree  that  if  the 
error  be  in  the  judgment  itself,  and  not  in  the  process,  a  writ  of 
error  does  not  lie  in  the  same  court  to  correct  it ;  and  the  Su- 
preme Court  has  decided  that  it  is  not  one  of  those  remedies  over 
which  the  supervising  power  of  that  court  is  given  by  law.  Picket 
V.  Legerwoody  7  Pet.  148 ;  Waldron  v.  Craig,  9  Wheat.  576 ;  2 
Sellon.  Prac.  399.  Called  by  whatever  name  the  writ  may  be, 
strong  doubts  are  entertained  whether  the  Circuit  Courts  are  au- 
thorized to  re-examine  their  own  judgments  even  in  civil  cases  in 
that  mode  of  proceeding,  as  the  Judiciary  Act  contains  no  regu- 
lations whatever  for  the  exercise  of  any  such  power.  Such  a  writ, 
that  is,  the  writ  of  error  coram  nobiSj  will  undoubtedly  lie  in  the 
King's  Bench,  as  before  explained,  for  the  correction  of  errors  of 
fact  in  the  process,  or  for  such  as  occurred  through  the  mis- 
prision of  the  clerk ;  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  power  to 
revise  such  errors  in  that  mode,  extends  in  that  court  to  criminal 
cases  as  well  as  to  civil  cases,  and  that  when  exercised  in  the  re- 
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examination  of  criminal  cases^  it  extends  to  questions  of  law  as 
well  as  questions  of  fact ;  but  the  better  opinion  is  that  the  juris- 
diction in  criminal  cases,  except  that  it  extends  to  questions  of 
law  as  well  as  questions  of  fact,  is  no  more  comprehensive  than 
in  civil  cases.  The  Queen  v.  0'  Connelly  7  Law  Rep.  (Irish,)  856, 
857  ;  9  Viner  Abt.  491 ;  1  Pitzh.  Nat.  Brev.  2.  Proceedings 
in  error  under  that  process  do  not  anywhere  extend  to  the  judg- 
ment in  civil  cases,  as  a  writ  of  error  for  that  purpose  must  be 
brought  in  another  and  superior  tribunal.  Picket  v.  Legerwwhl^ 
7  Pet.  148 ;  Roll.  Abr.  746 ;  Sellon.  Prac.  863 ;  3  Bac.  Abr. 
866,  error  6,  866  ;  8  Black.  Com.  407,  note  8 ;  4  Petdf.  Abr. 
255,  error  a,  note  8. 

Writs  of  error  in  case  of  treason  or  felony' could  never  be  sued 
out  ex  debito  justUicBy  and  it  was  necessary  at  common  law,  even 
in  cases  below  felony,  to  obtain  the  fiat  of  the  attorney-general, 
before  the  proper  clerk  could  issue  the  writ.  1  Cliitt.  Cr.  L. 
869 ;  Bex  v.  Wilkes,  4  Burr.  2551 ;  Lavett  v.  The  People,  7  Cow. 
840 ;  Beffina  v.  AyUehury,  2  Salk.  508  ;  2  Gude.  Prac.  Cr.  Cas. 
219. 

Applications  for  a  writ  of  error  were  never  granted  at  common 
law  without  being  first  subjected  to  some  preliminary  examina- 
tion ;  and  the  same  remark  may  be  made  of  the  practice  in  the 
State  courts  in  all  cases  where  the  applicant  stands  convicted  of 
an  offence  punishable  with  death.  1  Arch.  Cr.  Prac.  717.  Direct 
authority  to  grant  a  writ  of  error  in  a  criminal  case  is  not  con- 
ferred upon  the  Circuit  or  District  Courts,  nor  is  there  an  act  of 
Congress  which  contains  any  regulation  upon  the  subject ;  so  that 
if  the  right  to  the  writ  exists  at  all,  it  exists  in  every  case,  as  a 
common-law  right,  whether  the  applicant  was  convicted  and  sen- 
tenced in  the  Circuit  or  District  Court,  and  without  any  necessity 
that  the  writ  should  be  previously  allowed  by  the  court  or  by  the 
prosecuting  officer.  Dugdale^e  Case,  1  Dearsly's  Cr.  Cas.  78 ; 
2  Gude.  Prac.  Cr.  Cas.  219 ;  Bex  v.  Pati/j  2  Salk.  503 ;  Arch. 
Plea.  &  Ev.  (15th  ed.)  167.  Authority  to  grant  the  writ  of  error 
in  this  case,  it  is  contended,  may  be  deduced  from  the  fourteenth 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  which  provides,  among  other  things, 
that  the  Federal  courts  "  shall  have  power  to  issue  writs  of  scire 
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faeioM^  hahea%  e^ijni^,  and  all  other  writs  not  specially  provided  for 
bjT  statute  which  maj  be  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  their  re- 
spective jurisdictions,  and  agreeably  to  the  principles  and  usages 
of  law  " ;  but  tlie  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  the  case,  as  given 
by  the  eleventh  section  of  the  act,  was  completed  when  the  peti- 
tioner had  been  indicted,  tried,  convicted,  and  sentenced,  and 
remanded  to  prison,  and  was  there  remaining  awaiting  the  exe- 
cution of  tlie  final  sentence  of  the  law,  and  the  case  had  passed 
from  the  docket  of  the  court.  Other  writs  besides  writs  of  icire 
frndfu  and  hahea^  carjnu  may  be  issued,  it  is  said,  though  not 
specially  provided  for  by  statute,  if  they  are  necessary  for  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court ;  and  it  must  be  conceded 
that  such  is  the  language  of  that  clause  of  the  section,  but  the 
very  words  of  the  section  are,  that  such  other  writs  may  be  issued 
when  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  their  jurisdiction.  Unless  the 
writ  is  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  already  vested  in  the 
Circuit  Court,  the  power  to  issue  the  writ  cannot  be  deduced  from 
that  clause ;  but  the  uniform  construction  given  to  the  provision 
is  that  Congress  only  intended  to  vest  the  power  to  issue  such 
^  other  writs  "  in  cases  where  the  jurisdiction  already  existed,  and 
not  where  the  jurisdiction  was  to  be  acquired  by  means  of  the 
writ  to  be  issued.  M-Clung  v.  Silliman^  6  Wheat.  601 ;  Mclntire 
V.  Wood,  7  Cran.  606  ;  Kendall  v.  United  States,  12  Pet.  624. 

Completed  as  the  proceedings  in  the  case  were,  the  Circuit 
Court,  at  the  date  of  this  application,  had  no  more  power  over  it 
than  if  the  indictment  had  never  been  found.  Examined  closely, 
it  is  quite  clear  that  the  theory  of  the  petitioner  does  not  assume 
tliat  the  writ  is  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  any  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred by  any  other  provision  in  any  act  of  Congress ;  but  the 
argument  is,  that  the  clause  in  question  confers  the  right  to  issue 
tliat  writ,  and  that  the  power  to  grant  the  writ  carries  with  it  the 
power  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  under  it  as  known  and  under- 
stood at  common  law.  Grant  that  theory,  and  the  consequence 
would  be  that  the  Circuit  Courts  would  at  once  become  courts  of 
general  jurisdiction,  as  the  exceptions  in  the  act  of  Congress  may 
be  supplied  by  the  act  of  the  court  in  issuing  the  appropriate  writ 
under  that  clause  of  the  fourteenth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act. 
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Apart  from  the  power  to  issue  "  such  other  "  writs  in  aid  of  juris- 
diction already  existing,  there  is  no  provision  contained  in  the 
Judiciarj  Act  which  affords  any  support  to  the  theory  of  the 
petitioner,  nor  does  the  act  contain  any  regulations  upon  the  sub- 
ject; and  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  construction 
attempted  to  be  given  to  tlie  clause  referred  to,  is  as  unwarranted 
by  its  language  as  it  is  unsupported  by  the  usages  and  practice 
of  the  Circuit  Courts.  Motions  for  new  trial  and  in  arrest  of 
judgment  are  common  in  the  Circuit  Courts ;  but  the  settled 
practice  is,  that  the  latter  as  well  as  the  former  must  be  made 
before  the  sentence  is  pronounced.  Such  certainly  was  also  the 
general  rule  at  common  law,  but  authorities  are  not  wanting 
which  assert  the  doctrine  that  the  court  might  under  special  cir- 
cumstances alter  the  sentence,  or  even  arrest  the  judgment, 
without  any  motion  being  made,  at  any  time  during  the  same 
te];p[i,  for  good  cause  sliown,  or  for  errors  apparent  in  the  record. 
King  v.  PricBj  6  East,  132 ;  Kinff  v.  Waddington^  1  East,  146  ;  1 
Arch.  Cr.  Prac.  &  Plea.  186 ;  State  v.  Earriion,  10  Yerg.  642 ; 
Bex  V.  Lookup^  3  Burr.  1901 ;  Miller  v.  Firikle^  Park.  Cr.  Cas. 
874;  Com.  Dig.  Indict,  n.  1  Chitt.  Cr.  L.  663;  Commonwealth 
T.  Eearset/y  1  Mass.  139  ;  King  v.  Justs^  1  Maule  &  Selw.  442  ; 
HolderCs  Casey  2  Leach,  1026.  Extreme  cases  may  be  imagined 
where  the  court  would  be  justified  in  exercising  that  extraordi- 
nary power,  as  if  it  appeared  that  the  act  of  Congress  under 
which  the  indictment  was  drawn  had  been  repealed,  or  if  it  ap- 
peared in  a  case  like  the  present  that  the  person  alleged  to 
have  been  killed  was  in  full  life.  Influenced  by  that  consid- 
eration, and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment as  well  as  a  motion  for  new  trial  was  seasonably  made 
in  the  case,  and  withdrawn  and  waived,  the  court  will  examine 
the  several  causes  of  error  set  forth  in  the  assignment  annexed 
to  the  petition.  Causes  one  and  two  may  be  considered  together, 
as  they  have  respect  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  They  are 
as  follows :  — 

1.  That  there  is  no  sufficient  averment  in  the  indictment  that 
the  Circuit  Court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  offence  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  by  the  prisoner.     2.  That  there  is  no  sufficient 
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ayennent  therein  that  the  supposed  injured  party  was  alleged  to 
have  been  at  the  time  within  or  under  the  protection  of  the  United 
States,  or  in  the  peace  thereof.     Wilful  murder,  it  is  suggested, 
although  committed  upon  the  high  seas,  may  not  be  cognizable  in 
any  Circuit  Courtof  the  United  States,  and  the  suggestion  is  doubt- 
less correct ;  but  the  indictment  in  this  case  alleges  in  addition 
to  those  words,  which  are  of  essential  importance,  that  the  crime 
was  committed  ^^  in  and  on  board  of"  a  certain  ship  called  the 
^^  Junior,  then  and  there  owned  by  and  belonging  to  "  the  four 
persons  therein  named,  all  of  whom  are  alleged  to  be  ^^  citizens 
of  the  United  States"  ;  and  the  further  allegation  is,  that  all  the 
criminal  acts  of  the  prisoner,  including  both  the  felonious  assault, 
with  malice  aforethought,  and  the  mortal  wound  which  termi- 
nated the  life  of  the  deceased,  were  committed  within  the  admi- 
ralty and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  gaiv 
ticular  State  of  the  said  United  States.    Exception  in  point  of  fact 
is  not  taken  to  any  of  these  general  averments,  but  the  real  objec- 
tion of  the  prisoner  is,  that  the  allegation  that  the  ship  is  owned 
by  and  belongs  to  certain  citizens  of  the  United  States  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  Junior  was  a  ship  of  the  United  States  within 
Uie  meaning  of  the  acts  of  Congress  giving  jurisdiction  to  the 
Circuit  Courts  in  criminal  cases.    He  refers  to  the  first  section  of 
the  act  requiring  ships  and  vessels  to  be  registered,  and  insists 
that  the  first  four  counts  of  the  indictment  are  bad  because  they 
do  not  contain  the  allegation  that  the  Junior  was  a  ship  of  the 
United  States,  but  those  counts  and  each  of  them  do  contain  the 
allegation  that  the  ship  was  ^^  owned  by  and  belonging  to  "  certain 
persons  therein  duly  described  by  their  appropriate  names,  and 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that  those  words  constitute  a  sufficient  aver- 
ment as  to  the  ownership  of  the  vessel,  and  inasmuch  as  the  per- 
sons named  as  such  owners  are  alleged  to  be  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  the  argument  that  the  national  character  of  the  ship  is 
uncertain  on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  is  entirely  unsupported, 
and  without  any  foundation.    1  Stat,  at  Large,  287.     Ships  and 
vessels  are  required  to  bo  registered  or  enrolled,  it  is  conceded, 
in  order  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  and  privileges  which  the 
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register  and  enrolment  confer,  but  those  documents  are  not  in- 
dispensable in  a  prosecution  for  piracy  or  murder  on  the  high 
seas,  as  the  register  or  enrohnent  of  the  vessel  may  be  in  the  name 
of  one  person  while  the  property  of  the  vessel  is  in  another ;  and 
the  rule  is  well  settled  that  the  property  or  national  (character  of 
a  vessel  is  matter  in  pais^  and  that  it  may  be  proved  by  parol  tes- 
timony. United  States  v.  Oriffin  et  al,j  5  Wheat.  206 ;  United 
States  V.  Pirates^  5  Wheat.  199.  Indictments  founded  on  the  sec- 
tion under  consideration  must  allege  that  the  ofiTence  was  com- 
mitted out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  as  well  as 
that  it  was  conmiitted  upon  the  high  seas,  because  those  words 
are  contained  in  the  section  defining  the  ofience,  and  because  the 
Circuit  Courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the  crime  of  murder,  even 
though  the  crime  was  committed  on  board  a  ship  of  the  United 
States,  as  defined  in  the  Registry  Act,  if  the  ship  at  the  time  was 
within  ihe  fauces  terrce^  as  the  enclosed  or  landlocked  waters  of  a 
bay,  creek,  haven,  or  basin  are  not  recognized,  in  criminal  cases 
like  the  present,  as  forming  a  part  of  the  high  seas.  United 
States  V.  BevanSy  8  Wheat.  886  ;  United  States  v.  BosSy  1  Gall. 
624  ;  United  States  v.  Smithy  1  Mas.  147  ;  United  States  v.  Bob- 
insony  4  Mas.  317 ;  United  States  v.  Chrushy  5  Mas.  290 ;  United 
States  V.  Griffin  et  al.y  5  Wheat.  205.  Circuit  Courts,  it  must  be 
conceded,  do  not  possess  jurisdiction  of  the  crime  of  murder 
when  conmiitted  on  board  a  foreign  vessel,  except  to  a  very  lim- 
ited extent,  and  never  where  the  perpetrator  of  the  crime,  and 
the  deceased,  were  both  foreigners.  On  the  contrary,  the  general 
rule  is  that  such  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the  ofiTence  even 
when  committed  upon  the  high  seas,  except  when  committed  on 
board  a  ship  or  vessel  of  the  United  States,  unless  it  appears  that 
the  vessel  was  sailing  under  no  national  flag.  But  persons  in- 
dicted under  that  section  cannot  be  shielded  from  the  punishment 
annexed  to  the  ofiTence,  because  the  master  of  the  vessel  did  not 
have  on  board  the  register  or  the  enrolment  of  the  vessel,  nor 
can  they  be  so  shielded  even  if  it  appear  that  the  vessel  was  never 
legally  registered  or  enrolled,  if  she  was  owned  by  and  belonged 
to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  deceased  as  well  as 
the  prisoner  was  in  and  on  board  the  vessel  at  the  time  the  felo- 
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nious  homicide  was  committed.    Proof  of  the  most  satisfactory 
character  was  exhibited  to  the  jurj  that  the  deceased  was  a  citi- 
zen of  tlie  United  States,  and  that  he  was  the  master  of  the  ship, 
duly  appointed  according  to  law  ;  that  the  prisoner  was  in  and 
on  board  the  ship  when  he  committed  the  felonious  assault^  and 
inflicted  the  mortal  wound  ;  that  the  ship  was  owned  bj  and  be- 
longed to  citizens  of  the  United  States  residing  at  New  Bedford, 
in  this  district ;  that  she  was  duly  registered  at  the  custom-house 
in  that  collection  district ;  that  she  sailed  from  that  port  ^n  a 
whaling  voyage  ;  that  the  alleged  offence  was  committed  by  the 
petitioner  while  the  vessel  was  cruising  for  whales,  in  the  Indian 
Ocean,  under  the  protection  of  the  flag  of  the  United  States ;  and 
the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  allegations  of  the  indictment 
are  sufficient  to  warrant  the  introduction  of  those  proofs,  and 
consequently  that  there  is  no  error  in  that  part  of  the  record. 
United  States  v.  PirateSj  6  Wheat.  199.     Suppose  it  was  other- 
wise, still  the  judgment  ought  not  to  be  arrested  for  that  cause, 
as  the  fifth  count  of  the  indictment  contains  the  allegation  that  the 
Junior  was  an  ^^  American  vessel  then  and  there  belonging  to  a  citi- 
zen or  citizens  of  the  United  States."    Two  objections,  however, 
are  taken  to  that  count,  which  will  be  briefly  considered.   1.  That 
the  averment  that  the  ship  was  an  American  vessel  is  not  suffi- 
cient, as  the  words  of  the  Registry  Act  before  mentioned  are 
"  ships  and  vessels  of  the  United  States  "  ;  but  there  is  no  merit 
in  the  objection,  as  the  two  phrases  are  used  indiscriminately  in 
the  acts  of  Congress  defining  offences,  and  may  well  be  regarded 
as  synonymous  in  criminal  pleading  in  the  Federal  courts,  as 
applied  to  ships   and  vessels  belonging  to  private  owners.     2. 
That  the  count  is  also  bad  because  it  alleges  that  the  names  of 
the  owners  of  the  ship  are  unknown,  whereas  their  names  are  set 
forth  in  the  four  counts  preceding ;  but  the  objection  must  be 
o?erruled,  as  the  prosecutor  is  always  allowed  that  privilege 
where  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  or  the  real  ownership  is  in  any 
doubt.     The  next  objection  is  founded  on  the  third  cause  set 
forth  in  the  assignment  of  errors,  which  is  to  the  effect  that  the 
prisoner  was  not  permitted  to  exercise  his  constitutional  right  of 
diallenge  to  the  jurors  impanelled  for  his  trial.    Challenge  for 
VOL.  in*  5 
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cause  is  doubtless  a  constitutional  right,  as  without  its  exercise 
the  prisoner  might  be  deprived  of  an  impartial  jury,  but  the  per- 
emptory challenge  is  a  privilege  conferred  by  law,  which  may  be 
enlarged,  abridged,  or  annulled  by  the  legislative  authority. 
Twenty  peremptory  challenges,  however,  are  allowed  by  law  in 
the  Federal  courts,  to  a  prisoner  charged  with  the  crime  of  mur- 
der, and  no  trial  in  such  a  case  would  be  a  legal  one  if  that 
privilege  was  not  fully  accorded  to  the  prisoner.  Four  persons 
wer^  joined  in  the  same  indictment  in  this  case,  and  two  counsel 
were  assigned  to  each  by  the  court,  at  their  request,  before  they 
were  required  to  plead  to  the  merits,  and  they  exercised  the  right 
of  challenge  to  the  full  extent  allowed  by  law,  as  was  admitted 
by  the  counsel  of  the  prisoner  at  the  argument.  They  could  not 
deny  that  fact ;  but  the  precise  objection  is  that  no  such  statement 
is  set  forth  in  the  record  of  the  case.  Such  facts  are  not  usually 
set  forth  in  the  record,  nor  is  it  necessary  that  they  should  be 
where  the  right  is  fully  enjoyed  by  the  prisoner  to  his  entire  sat- 
isfaction and  that  of  his  counsel.  Where  objections  are  made, 
they  should  be  entered  in  the  minutes  of  the  court,  and  if  over- 
ruled, the  court  will  save  the  question  whenever  thereto  requested 
by  the  prisoner  or  his  counsel.  Causes  four  and  sixteen  will  be 
considered  together.    They  are  as  follows :  — 

1.  That  it  does  not  appear  by  the  record  that  the  prisoner  was 
present  at  the  impanelling  of  the  jury  or  at  the  trial ;  or,  2d, 
when  the  verdict  was  rendered  by  the  jury.  But  it  is  not  possi- 
ble to  sustain  any  one  of  those  objections,  as  they  are  not  correct 
in  point  of  fact.  By  the  record  it  appears  that  the  prisoners  were 
severally  set  at  the  bar,  and  had  the  indictment  read  to  them, 
and  that  they  severally  pleaded  that  they  were  not  guilty  ;  that 
counsel  were  assigned  to  each  as  before  explained ;  that  they 
acknowledged  that  they  had  severally  received  a  copy  of  the 
indictment  and  a  list  of  the  jurors,  agreeably  to  law,  and  more 
than  two  days  before  the  day  of  their  trial ;  that  a  jury  was 
thereupon  impanelled  and  sworn  to  try  the  issue,  and  that  the 
jury  afterwards  returned  their  verdict  as  set  forth  in  the  record. 
Tested  by  the  record  it  appears  that  the  whole  proceedings  took 
place  on  the  same  day,  but  the  docket  entries  show  the  exact 
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dates  of  the  several  steps  in  the  trial,  from  ^ho  finding  of  the  in- 
dictment to  the  verdict  and  sentence.  Properly  construed,  the 
record  does  show  that  the  prisoner  was  present  at  every  stage  of 
the  trial  referred  to  in  those  causes  of  error.  The  complaint  is 
made,  in  the  next  place,  that  the  prisoner  was  not  permitted  to 
address  the  jury  in  his  own  proper  person  ;  but  the  decisive  an- 
swer to  the  complaint  is  that  he  never  made  any  such  request, 
nor  did  his  counsel  in  any  way  signify  to  the  court  that  he  de- 
sired any  such  privilege.  He  was  duly  indicted  by  a  grand  jury  ; 
was  informed  of  the  nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation ;  was 
furnished  with  compulsory  process  for  obtaining  witnesses  in  his 
favor ;  was  confronted  with  the  witnesses  against  him  ;  was  al- 
lowed to  have  the  assistance  of  counsel,  and  was  "  permitted  to 
make  his  full  defence  by  counsel  learned  in  the  law."  Two 
counsel  were  assigned  to  him  of  his  own  selection,  and  both  were 
permitted  to  argue  to  the  jury  in  the  close. 

Attention  will  next  be  called  to  the  sixth  cause  of  error  pre- 
sented by  the  prisoner,  which  is  that  the  verdict  was  rendered 
upon  all  the  counts  of  the  indictment,  and  that  one  or  more  of 
the  same  were  defective,  and  insufficient  in  law  to  support  the 
sentence.  Evidently  the  proposition  concedes  that  some  of  the 
counts  are  good,  and  it  may  be  added  that  the  argument  fails  to 
convince  the  court  that  any  one  of  them  is  bad.  Grant,  however, 
that  one  or  more  of  the  counts  are  bad,  still  as  it  is  conceded 
that  some  are  good,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  objection 
must  be  overruled.  Undeniably  the  rule  at  common  law  was, 
that  a  valid  judgment  could  not  be  given  in  a  civil  case  on  an 
uncertain  verdict,  and  that  a  verdict  must  be  regarded  as  uncer- 
tain if  any  part  of  the  damages  are  referable  to  a  bad  count ;  but 
the  rule  as  universally  acknowledged  in  criminal  cases  was,  '^  that 
if  there  is  one  good  count  to  support  the  verdict,  it  shall  stand 
good,  notwithstanding  all  the  rest  are  bad " ;  and  that  is  the 
settled  rule  in  the  Federal  courts,  and  in  all  except  one 
of  the  State  courts.  Peake  v.  Oldham^  Cowper,  275;  Rex 
T.  Benfidd  et  al.j  2  Burr.  986 ;  Bex  v.  Rhodes  et  al.j  2  Ld. 
Raym.  886 ;  Rex  v.  JKH,  Russ.  &.  Ry.  Cr.  Cas.  190 ;  Reffina 
V.  Ingram^  1  Salk.  384 ;  Grant  v.  A%Ull,  2  Doug.  730 ;  King  v. 
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Young  et  al,j  8  Term,  98 ;  Sex  v.  Powdl^  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  76 ; 
Rex  V.  Fuller,  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  180  ;  Rng  v.  Mason,  2  Term,  581. 
Where  there  are  several  counts,  some  bad  and  some  good,  it  is 
competent  for  the  court,  though  the  verdict  is  general,  to  render 
judgment  on  the  good  counts  only,  but  it  is  not  indispensable 
that  anj  such  discrimination  should  be  made,  as  the  presumption 
of  law  is,  that  the  sentence  was  awarded  on  the  good  counts. 
United  States  v.  Furlong,  6  Wheat.  201 ;  Josselyn  v.  Commonwealth, 
5  Met.  236 ;    Jennings  v.   Commonwealth,  17  Pick.  80 ;   United 
States  V.  Burroughs,  3  McLean,  406  ;  Parker  v.  Commonwealth,  8 
B.  Monr.  30 ;   2  Whart.  Or.  L.  §  3047.     Special  attention  is 
called  to  the  case  of  G*Connell  et  al,  v.  l%e  Queen,  11  CI.  & 
Fin.  155  ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  adopt  that  rule,  as  a  different 
doctrine  prevailed  in  the  courts  of  that  country,  prior  to  that 
decision,  for  nearly  two  centuries;  and  when  our  ancestors  im- 
migrated here,  they  brought  that  rule  with  them  as  part  of  the 
common  law,  which  cannot  now  be  changed  by  the  Federal 
courts.    Irvine  v.  Kirhpatrick,  8  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  17.     SuflBcient 
to  say  that  the  matter  of  complaint  set  forth  in  the  seventh  cause 
of  error  is  contradicted  by  the  record  and  the  docket  entries. 
The  allegation  is  that  the  acts  of  the  court  are  stated  in  the  past 
tense,  but  the  theory  of  fact  is  not  sustained  in  respect  to  any 
matter  material  to  the  validity  of  the  judgment.     Subsequent  to 
the  verdict  the  statement  is,  that  the  prisoner  moves  the  court 
here  that  the  verdict  may  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted 
for  the  causes  therein  set  forth,  numbered  from  one  to  ten  inclu- 
sive, and  that  the  prisoner  after  verdict  and  before  judgment 
moves  the  court  here  that  the  judgment  bo  arrested,  etc.,  for  the 
causes  set  forth  in  the  motion  filed  at  the 'same  time,  numbered 
from  one  to  four  inclusive,  as  appears  by  the  respective  motions 
on  file.    Time  was  allowed  by  the  court  for  preparation,  but  the 
motions  were  set  down  for  hearing  at  a  given  day.    On  the  ap- 
pointed day  the  counsel  of  the  prisoner  moved  the  court  for 
leave  to  withdraw  the  motions,  but  the  court  refused  to  grant 
such  leave  until  the  prisoner  was  brought  into  court,  and  being 
inquired  of  personally,  the  record  states  that  he  ^'  asks  that  such 
leave  may  be  granted,"  etc.,  whereupon  the  court  doth  grant  him 
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leave  to  withdraw  the'  said  motions,  and  the  same  are  accordingly 
waived  and  withdrawn.  Continuing,  the  record  also  states,  said 
Plumer  is  then  asked  if  he  has  anything  to  say  why  judgment  of 
death  should  not  now  be  pronounced  against  him,  and  having 
replied  fully,  and  no  good  cause  appearing,  and  all  matters  hav- 
ing been  heard  and  understood  by  the  court,  then  follows  the 
sentence  of  the  court,  which  is  in  the  usual  form,  and  is  ex- 
pressed in  the  present  tense.  The  eighth  cause  assigned  is,  that 
it  does  not  appear  that  issue  was  joined  between  the  prisoner 
and  the  United  States ;  but  it  does  appear  that  he  was  set  at  the 
bar  for  his  arraignment ;  that  the  indictment  was  read  to  him, 
and  that  he  said  that  thereof  he  was  not  guilty,  and  that  for  trial 
he  put  himself  upon  God  and  the  country,  which  is  all  that  is 
required  in  such  cases.  Prisoners  indicted  for  the  crime  of  mur- 
der are  certainly  entitled  to  a  list  of  the  jury  summoned  in  the 
case,  two  entire  days,  at  least,  before  the  trial.  The  ninth  error 
assigned  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  by  the  record  that  such  list 
was  furnished  as  required  ;  but  the  docket  entries  show  that  the 
list  Was  furnished,  and  the  record  shows  that  the  prisoner  ac- 
knowledged in  open  court  before  the  jury  were  impanelled,  that 
he  did  receive  it  two  entire  days  prior  to  that  time.  Following 
the  order  adopted  at  the  argundent,  the  tenth,  eleventh,  twelfth, 
and  thirteenth  causes  of  error  will  be  considered  together,  as  they 
in  fact  involve  but  a  single  proposition.  Taken  together  they 
allege  that  the  record  does  not  show  of  what  felony  the  prisoner 
was  convicted,  nor  for  what  felony  he  was  sentenced.  The 
offence  is  fully  set  forth  in  each  of  the  five  counts  of  the  indict- 
ment, and  the  record  shows  that  the  jury  found  him  guilty  upon 
all  of  the  counts,  which  is  a  complete  answer  to  the  first  branch 
of  the  proposition.  Sentences  of  the  kind  when  pronounced  by 
the  court,  are  addressed  to  the  prisoner,  and  of  course  are  spoken 
in  the  second  person,  but  the  practice  is  to  record  the  same  in  the 
third  person,  as  in  this  case.  Omitting  redundant  words,  the 
sentence  as  recorded  is  to  the  following  effect :  it  is  considered 
by  the  court  that  the  said  Cyrus  W.  Plumer  be  deemed  guilty  of 
felony,  and  that  he  be  taken  back  to  the  place  from  whence  he 
came,  and  there  remain  in  close  confinement  until  Friday,  the 
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24th  of  June  next,  and  on  that  daj,  between  the  hours  of  eleven 
o'clock  in  the  forenoon  and  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  he  be 
taken  thence  to  the  place  of  execution,  and  that  he  be  there 
hanged  bj  the  neck  until  he  be  dead.  Apart  from  the  first  clause 
no  objection  is  taken  to  the  sentence,  and  none  can  be,  as  it  fol- 
lows in  every  particular  the  form  used  in  every  capital  case  in 
this  circuit  since  our  judicial  system  was  organized.  Uncertainty 
is  the  foundation  of  the  objection,  but  two  answers  may  be  made 
to  it,  either  of  which  is  conclusive  :  1.  Tliat  the  clause  of  the 
sentence,  that  the  prisoner  be  deemed  guilty  of  felony,  is  surplus- 
age, and  forms  no  part  of  the  sentence  required  by  law.  2. 
That  the  language  employed  must  bo  construed  as  applied  to  the 
indictment  and  verdict  of  the  jury,  which  are  set  forth  in  the 
record,  and  that  the  language,  when  so  construed,  is  certain  and 
free  from  any  ambiguity.  Founded  as  the  indictment  is  upon  the 
fourth  section  of  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1825,  it  is  clear  that 
the  statement  that  the  prisoner  be  deemed  guilty  of  felony  was 
wholly  unnecessary,  as  it  is  but  the  repetition  of  the  legislative 
enactment,  and  that  it  is  no  part  of  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  repugnancy  of  the  verdict  to  the  clause  giving  jurisdiction 
to  the  court,  is  the  matter  included  in  the  fourteenth  cause.  Five 
counts  are  contained  in  the  indictment,  and  the  verdict  is  that  the 
prisoner  is  guilty.  Sentence  was  passed  upon  all  the  counts ; 
and  the  argument  is,  that  in  comparing  the  verdict  with  the  juris- 
dictional clause  of  the  indictment,  the  legal  conclusion  is  that 
the  prisoner  stands  convicted  of  more  than  one  offence,  and  conse- 
quently that  the  verdict  is  repugnant  to  that  clause  which  alleges 
that  the  prisoner  was  ^'  first  brought  into  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts after  committing  the  aforesaid  offence,"  not  offences,  as 
it  should  have  been  in  order  to  correspond  with  the  verdict  of  the 
jury.  But  such  criticism  is  too  technical  to  prevail  even  in  crim- 
inal pleading,  as  the  several  counts  are  obviously  founded  on  the 
same  homicide.  They  set  forth  the  killing  of  the  same  person,  on 
board  the  same  ship,  on  the  same  day,  and  by  substantially  the 
same  means ;  and,  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  proper  conclusion 
would  be,  that  the  word  "  offence  "  in  the  jurisdictional  clause 
applied  severally  to  the  respective  counts,  and  not  collectively,  as 
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contended  by  the  counsel  of  the  prisoner.  Indictments  must  be 
signed  by  the  foreman  of  the  grand  jury,  but  when  the  word 
''  foreman  "  is  appended  to  the  name  of  the  person  signing  the 
same  as  such,  the  signature  is  sufficient,  as  the  designation ''  fore- 
man "  refers  to  the  introductory  clause  of  the  indictment,  and  to 
the  record,  as  verifying  the  legal  inference  that  '^  foreman  "  means 
foreman  of  the  grand  jury.  Remarks  upon  the  last  cause  as- 
signed, to  wit,  the  eighteenth,  are  unnecessary,  as  it  was  conceded 
at  tlie  argument  that  it  did  not  have  respect  to  any  defects,  ex- 
cept such  as  are  included  in  the  special  assignments  to  which 
reference  has  been  made. 
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Wliere  an  act  specified  that  certain  duties  and  rates  of  duty  should  be  imposed  upon  cer- 
tain imports  in  lieu  of  the  duties  heretofore  imposed.  Seid^  that  the  language  was 
tantamount  to  a  repeal  of  the  prior  rates  of  duty. 

A  persoo  purchased  certain  sugars  in  a  foreign  port,  and  expressed  an  intention  of  shipping 
them  to  the  United  States,  and  the  charter-party  was  for  a  voyage  to  a  certain  foreign 
port  for  a  cargo,  thence  to  New  York  or  Boston  as  ordered.  Before  the  ship  sailed  from 
the  port  at  which  she  was  lying,  a  stipulation  was  added  to  the  charter-party,  giving  the 
charterers  the  option  of  sending  the  vessel  to  Falmouth  for  orders  to  discharge  at  one  of 
the  several  enumerated  foreign  ports.  Before  the  departure  of  the  ship,  the  purchaser 
notified  the  parties  through  whom  the  purcliase  was  made,  that  the  vessel  would  not  go 
to  America.  The  bUl  of  lading  and  all  the  papers  were  made  out  to  send  the  vessel  to 
Faloiouth  for  orders,  and  the  goods  were  consigned  to  Hamburg.  When  the  ship  arrived 
at  Fahnouth  the  purchaser  then  ordered  her  to  proceed  to  Boston,  where  she  arrived 
January  2S,  1662.  Duties  upon  the  cargo  were  assessed  and  collected  according  to  the 
act  cf  December  84, 1861.    Held,  that  such  assessment  was  correct 

Tms  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  the  defendant,  the 
Collector  of  the  port  of  Boston,  to  recover  the  sum  of  $29,112.04, 
part  of  the  sum  of  $40,850.70  paid,  under  protest,  as  duties  upon 
a  cargo  of  white  and  brown  sugars,  and  was  presented  to  the 
court  upon  facta  agreed. 
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The  goods  were  imported  in  the  ship  Southern  Cross.  Mark- 
wald  &  Co.  purchased  the  sugars  under  the  directions  of  one 
Henry  Devens,  agent  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  also  a  general  agent  of 
Gossler  &  Co.,  of  Hamburg,  of  which  firm  two  members  were 
also  members  of  the  firm  of  Gossler  &  Co.,  of  Boston. 

When  the  ship  was  chartered  she  was  lying  at  Macao,  and  the 
charter-party  was  for  a  voyage  to  Bangkok  for  a  cargo,  thence  to 
proceed  to  New  York  or  Boston,  as  ordered,  for  the  sum  of 
$13,500  in  American  currency. 

Before  the  ship  sailed,  howeyer,  from  the  port  where  she  was 
lying,  an  additional  stipulation  was,  at  the  request  of  Devens, 
appended  to  the  charter-party,  giving  the  charterers  the  option  to 
send  the  vessel  to  Falmouth  for  orders,  to  discharge  at  London, 
Hamburg,  or  Bremen. 

In  such  case  the  freight  was  to  be  X  3,750,  and  the  stipu- 
lation was,  that  orders  should  be  given  before  the  departure 
of  the  vessel  from  Bangkok. 

Before  the  departure  of  the  ship,  Devens  decided  that  the  cai^o 
should  be  sent  to  Falmouth  for  orders,  and  caused  Markwald  to 
be  notified  that  the  vessel  would  not  go  to  America,  but  to  Eu- 
rope. Pursuant  to  his  direction,  the  bill  of  lading,  and  all  the 
papers  were  made  out  to  send  the  vessel  to  Falmouth  for  orders, 
and  the  goods  were  consigned  to  Berenberg,  Gossler,  &  Co., 
Hamburg. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  vessel  accordingly  proceeded  to  Bang- 
kok, was  there  loaded,  and  then  sailed  for  Falmouth,  under  the 
provision  appended  to  the  charter-party  giving  the  charterer  that 
option. 

When  she  arrived  there  she  was  ordered  by  Devens,  who  had 
previously  reached  London,  to  proceed  to  Boston,  where  she 
arrived  January  22, 1862,  and  on  the  25th  of  the  same  month 
her  cargo  was  entered  for  warehousing  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

The  plaintiffs  contended  that  §  5,  c.  45,  Acts  of  1861, 12  Stat, 
at  Large,  was  operative  in  reference  to  the  sugars ;  that  the 
sugars  were  actually  on  shipboard  and  bound  to  the  United 
States  on  the  5th  of  August,  1861,  and  therefore  were  liable  to  a 
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duty  of  three  fourths  of  a  cent  per  pound,  under  §  5  (P.)  c.  68, 
Act  of  1861, 12  Stat,  at  Large,  179. 

C.  L.  Woodbury  and  M.  H.  Ingalh^  for  plaintiff. 

The  goods  were  bound  to  the  United  States. 

What  is  the  meaning  of  bound  to  the  United  States,  as  used  in 
the  act  of  Congress  of  1861  ?  Does  it  mean  that  these  goods, 
upon  the  5th  of  August,  1861,  were  on  their  way  to  the  United 
States,  and  in  tlie  most  direct  course  between  Bangkok  and  this 
country  ?  Not  by  any  means.  It  means  simply  this  :  that  these 
sugars  upon  that  day  were  intended  for  the  markets  of  the  United 
States,  no  matter  when  or  by  what  route  they  were  to  be  brought 
here.  And  all  the  plaintiffs  have  got  to  do  is  to  furnish  proof  of 
that  fact,  such  as  would  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  a  jury  of  twelve 
men. 

Were  these  sugars,  then,  upon  the  5th  of  August,  1861,  in- 
tended for  the  markets  of  the.  United  States  ? 

It  is  apparent  from  the  facts,  that  on  the  5th  of  August,  1861, 
these  sugars  in  question,  on  board  the  Southern  Cross,  were  in- 
tended for  the  United  States  market.  That  this  intention  was 
liable  to  be  defeated  by  certain  contingencies  has  no  weight,  be- 
cause those  contingencies  did  not  take  place,  and  the  sugars  did 
arrive  here. 

Then  arises  the  further  question,  whether  the  fact  that  these 
sugars  were  imported  by  the  way  of  Falmouth,  not  the  most 
direct  course,  can  have  any  influence  ?  Grant  v.  Peaslee^  2  Curt. 
250 ;  Millar  v.  Millar^  2  Curt.  256 ;  Qrinnell  v.  Lawrence^  1  Blatch. 
346 ;  WVhur  v.  Laujrence,  2  Blatch,  314. 

Again,  if  these  sugars  were  not  intended  for  the  United  States 
market,  on  the  5th  of  August,  when  was  such  intention  formed  ? 
For  the  sugars  are  here,  and  they  could  not  have  come  here, 
unless  brought  here  intentionally  by  the  importers.  Was  this 
intention  formed  at  Falmouth  ?  Then  these  sugars  were  im- 
ported from  England,  and  the  collector  should  have  ascertained 
their  value  in  the  principal  markets  of  that  country. 

That  be  did  not  do  this,  when  the  facts  were  fresh  in  his  mind, 
and  all  the  parties  to  the  transaction  before  him,  is  convincing 
proof  that  he  did  not  believe  at  that  time  the  theory  which  baa 
nnce  been  devised  in  this  case* 
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The  facts  aro  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  this  second  prop- 
osition, and  likewise  the  equities  of  the  case. 

The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  5, 1861,  was 
not  repealed  upon  the  8d  of  May,  1862,  hut  was  in  full  force  and 
effect. 

It  is  not  repealed  hy  this  statute  by  express  words.  Is  it  re- 
pealed by  implication  ? 

Repeals  of  statutes  by  implication  are  not  favored,  unless  there 
is  a  positive  repugnancy  between  the  two  acts. 

The  question  to  be  considered  then  is  this :  Is  there  so  clear  a 
repugnancy  between  the  act  of  Congress  of  December,  1861,  and 
the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  August,  1861,  that  the  earlier  stat- 
ute must  give  way  to  the  latter  ? 

There  is  no  repugnancy  whatever,  when  we  look  at  the  inten- 
tion of  Congress  and  the  spirit  of  their  legislation. 

In  1861,  Congress  made  a  radical  change  in  the  spirit  of  its 
legislation  as  to  the  collection  of  duties  on  imports.  Previous 
to  that  time  Congress  had  made  the  arrival  of  goods  the  date 
upon  which  new  duties  should  attach.  That  is,  if  a  new  duty 
act  happened  to  be  passed  upon  the  20th  of  March,  then  all  goods 
which  arrived  afler  the  19th  of  March  were  subject  to  the  new 
duties. 

By  this  rule  goods  became  subject  to  new  rates  of  duties,  not 
when  the  importation  commenced,  nor  when  it  ended,  but  in  the 
midst  of  the  act. 

In  1861,  Congress  fixed  the  period  of  importation  to  be  from 
the  time  when  the  goods  were  put  on  shipboard  in  the  foreign 
country,  until  the  duties  were  paid  at  the  custom-house,  and  they 
also  established  the  rule  that  legislation  as  to  duties,  whether  in- 
creasing or  decreasing  them,  should  not  operate  upon  goods  in 
process  of  importation,  unless  it  was  so  declared  in  specific  words. 

The  first  act  of  Congress  which  inaugurates  this  policy  is  that 
of  March  2, 1861. 

The  real  preamble  to  this  act  is  in  the  fifth  section,  which  is 
also  the  enacting  clause  for  that  tariff.  It  is  in  these  words : 
^^  There  shall  be  levied,  etc.,  on  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise, 
herein  enumerated  and  provided  for,  imported  from  foreign 
countries,  the  following  rates  and  duties." 
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The  meaning  of  the  words  "  imported  from  foreign  countries  '* 
is  given  in  the  tliirty-third  section,  and  is  there  defined  to  mean 
goods  whose  importation  had  not  commenced  by  going  on  ship- 
board. 

B7  saying  in  the  thirty-third  section  that  that  act  should  not 
apply  to  goods  on  shipboard  or  in  warehouse,  they  say  that  the 
words  of  the  enacting  clause  sliould  be  like  this :  upon  goods  as 
to  which  the  act  of  importation  has  not  commenced  by  going  on 
shipboard,  the  following  duties  shall  be  levied,  etc. 

The  same  language  is  used  in  the  act  of  August  5, 1861. 

That  this  was  the  intention  of  Congress  is  further  seen  by  the 
joint  resolution  of  January  11, 1862. 

Tlie  act  of  December  24, 1861,  increased  the  duties  upon  tea, 
coffee,  and  sugar.  The  Treasury  Department  construed  it  to 
impose  the  new  duties  upon  goods  in  warehouse,  and  the  attention 
of  Congress  was  called  to  this  construction,  and  they  passed  the 
joint  resolution  referred  to,  expressly  negativing  the  idea  that 
they  intended  these  new  duties  to  apply  to  goods  in  process  of 
importation. 

By  examining  the  act  of  July  14, 1862,  we  shall  find  further 
and  stronger  proof  of  this  intention. 

In  the  twenty-first  section  they  expressly  repeal  a  portion  of  the 
fifth  section  of  the  act  of  August,  1861,  thus  showing  that  they 
did  not  consider  it  repealed. 

The  language  in  the  first  part  of  the  section  is  very  significant 
with  reference  to  the  matter  under  discussion.  It  is  in  these 
words :  ^^  Goods  which  shall  remain  in  the  public  stores  or  bonded 
warehouse  for  more  than  three  months  from  the  date  of  original 
importation,  if  withdrawn  for  consumption,  and  all  goods  on 
shipboard  on  the  first  day  of  August,  shall  be  subject  to  the  du- 
ties prescribed  by  this  act.''  By  the  first  section  the  act  is  to 
take  effect  on  the  1st  of  August.  Now  if  no  change  in  legisla- 
tion had  been  made  by  Congress  up  to  that  time,  why  specify  that 
goods  on  shipboard  on  the  1st  of  August  should  be  subject  to  the 
duties  imposed  by  that  act  ? 

This  would  follow  as  of  course  if  the  old  system  of  legislation 
was  in  force.    It  must  be  clear  to  every  mind  that  why  Congress 
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particularly  specified  goods  upon  shipboard  in  this  section  was 
because  they  thought  the  exigencies  of  the  government  needed 
these  duties,  and  they  could  not  be  collected  unless  mentioned. 

O;  S.  SiUiard  and  W.  A,  Fields  for  defendant. 

The  date  of  the  arrival  of  merchandise  within  the  port  of  entry 
and  discharge  is  the  date  of  importation,  and  chapter  second  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  1861, 12  Stat,  at  Large,  330,  took  effect  on 
December  24, 1861,  the  day  of  its  passage  ;  and  all  sugars  arriv- 
ing at  a  port  of  entry  and  discharge  within  the  United  States 
from  a  foreign  port,  on  and  after  December  24, 1861,  were  sub- 
ject to  the  duties  expressed  in  said  act,  which  are  the  duties 
actually  levied.  United  States  v.  Arnold  et  al  1  GalL  348 ; 
S.  C.  9  Cran.  104  ;  United  States  v.  Vowell,  5  Cran.  368. 

The  only  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  duties  on  sugars^ 
intervening  between  the  acts  of  the  5th  of  August,  1861,  and  the 
24th  of  December,  1861,  are  contained  in  §  1,  c.  45,  Acts  of  1861, 
12  Stat,  at  Large,  292. 

Section  33,  c.  68,  Acts  of  1861, 12  Stat,  at  Large,"  199,  is  in 
many  respects  similar  to  §  5,  c.  45,  Acts  of  1861,  12  Stat,  at 
Large,  and  the  two  are  exceptional  provisions  in  the  statutes 
relating  to  customs. 

The  phraseology  in  chapter  two,  Acts  of  1861,  to  wit,  "  that 
from  and  after  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this  act,  in  lieu  of  the 
duties  heretofore  imposed  by  law,  on  articles  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, there  shall  be  levied,  collected,  and  paid,  on  the  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise  herein  enumerated  and  provided  for, 
imported  from  foreign  countries,  the  following  duties  and  rates, 
that  is  to  say,"  is  substantially  the  same  phraseology  used  in  all 
acts  relating  to  customs  duties,  passed  since  the  establishment  of 
the  government,  some  acts  going  into  effect  on  the  day  of  passage, 
and  others  on  a  day  named  in  the  act.  §  1,  Act  of  1789, 1  Stat, 
at  Large,  24 ;  §  1,  Act  of  1790, 1  Stat,  at  Large,  24 ;  §  1,  Act 
of  1791,  1  Stat,  at  Large,  199 ;  §  1,  Act  of  1792,  1  Stat,  at 
Large,  259 ;  §  1,  Act  of  1794,  1  Stat,  at  Large,  890 ;  Act  of 
1795, 1  Stat,  at  Large,  411 ;  §  1,  Act  of  1797, 1  Stat,  at  Large, 
603 ;  §  1,  Act  of  1800,  2  Stat,  at  Large,  84 ;  §  2,  Act  of  1804, 
2  Stat,  at  Large,  299 ;  Act  of  1812,  2  Stat,  at  Large,  768 ;  §  1, 
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Act  of  1816,  3  Stat,  at  Large,  310  ;  §  1,  Act  of  1824,  4  Stat,  at 
Large,  25  ;  §  1,  Act  of  1828,  4  Stat,  at  Large,  270 ;  §  2,  Act  of 
1832,  4  Stat,  at  Large,  583 ;  Act  of  1841,  5  Stat,  at  Large,  463 ; 
§§  et  seq.  Act  of  1842,  5  Stat,  at  Large,  549 ;  §§  et  seq.  Act  of 
1846,  9  Stat,  at  Large,  42 ;  §  1,  Act  of  1857, 11  Stat,  at  Large, 
192 ;  Act  of  1861, 12  Stat,  at  Large,  §§  5  -  25,  33  ;  Resolution 
No.  15,  §  2, 12  Stat,  at  Large,  252,  c.  45,  1861 ;  12  Stat,  at 
Large,  292,  §§  1,  5  (the  act  being  an  act  to  provide  increased 
reyenue) ;  Act  of  1863,  12  Stat,  at  Large,  742 ;  ^  1  et  seq.  Act 
of  1864, 13  Stat,  at  Large,  202  ;  §  2  e«  seq.  Act  of  1865, 13  Stat, 
at  Large,  493 ;  Act  of  1866, 14  Stat,  at  Large,  8 ;  §  1,  Act  of 
1866, 14  Stat,  at  Large,  328 ;  Act  of  1867, 14  Stat,  at  Large,  559. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  time  of  arrival  of  goods  within  a  port 
of  entry  and  discharge  is  the  date  of  importation,  and  the  duties 
established  by  law  at  the  time  of  such  arrival  are  the  duties  im- 
posed on  such  goods ;  that  Congress  has  not  in  general  regarded 
the  time  of  exportation  in  levying  duties,  and  that  section  thirty- 
three  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1861,  and  section  five,  act  of  August 
5, 1861,  are  exceptional  in  reference  to  regarding  the  time  when 
goods  were  put  on  shipboard,  and  bound  to  the  United  States,  as 
the  time  at  which  duties  accrue ;  that  in  reference  to  tea,  coffee, 
and  sugar  that  exceptional  policy  was  abandoned  by  the  act  of 
December  24, 1861 ;  c.  2,  act  of  1861 ;  and  in  reference  to  all 
goods  by  the  act  of  July  14, 1862,  c.  163 ;  1862,  §  21. 

Chapter  two,  1861,  is  entitled  ^^  An  act  to  increase  the  duties 
on  tea,  coffee,  and  sugar." 

Sections  thirty-three  and  thirty-five,  wJi  supra,  do  not  purport 
to  give  a  statutory  definition  of  the  word  "  imported  "  in  the  rev- 
enue sense ;  the  language  is  not "  that  goods,  wares,  and  mer- 
chandise shall  be  held  to  be  imported  when  they  are  actually  on 
shipboard  and  bound  to  the  United  States."  These  sections  leave 
the  meaning  of  the  phraseology — "  there  shall  be  levied,  collected, 
and  paid  on  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  imported  into  the 
United  States,  the  following  d\ities,  that  is  to  say  "  —  unaltered, 
and  that  meaning  was  established  and  well  known. 

These  sections  are  exceptions  in  terms  from  the  legal  operation 
of  such  a  phraseology.  Chapter  two,  1861,  uhi  supra^  does  not  in 
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terms  impose  additional  duties,  but  duties  in  lieu  of  duties,  and 
contains  no  exceptions,  and  establishes  a  duty  of  two  and  a  half 
and  three  cents  on  all  brown  and  white  sugars  imported  on  and 
after  December  24, 1861. 

But  even  if  the  law  were  as  the  plaintifis  contend,  the  facts  do 
not  bring  this  case  within  the  language  of  the  said  section  five. 

The  goods  were  not  bound  to  the  United  States,  and  this  fact 
alone  is  decisive.  The  sugars  were  consigned  to  J.  Berenberg, 
Gossler,  &  Co.,  of  Hamburg,  and  not  to  persons  within  the  United 
States. 

Until  after  the  order  was  given  that  the  Southern  Cross  should 
proceed  to  Boston,  these  sugars  were  as  truly  bound  to  London, 
Hamburg,  or  Bremen,  as  to  Boston  or  New  York. 

These  facts  in  this  case  are  distinguished  from  Ghrant  v.  Peat* 
lee,  2  Curt.  250  ;  Millar  v.  Millar,  2  Curt.  266  ;  Warren  v.  Peas- 
lee,  2  Curt.  231 ;  Qrinnell  v.  Latvrencey  1  Blatch.  846  ;  Gristvold 
v.  Maxwell,  8  Blatch.  145.  See  Sampson  et  al.  v.  Peaslecy  20 
How.  571 ;  Irvine  et  al.  v.  Bedfieldj  23  How.  170. 

The  construction  that  a  vessel  must  be  actually  bound,  in  the 
sense  of  actually  proceeding  to  the  United  States,  gives  force  to 
all  the  words  of  the  clause  of  section  five,  and  seems  analogous 
to  the  construction  put  upon  other  clauses  of  the  statutes  relating 
to  customs. 

Clifford,  J.  Raw  sugar,  called  muscovado,  and  brown  sugar, 
not  advanced  beyond  the  raw  state,  under  the  act  of  the  2d  of 
March,  1861,  was  subject  to  a  duty  of  three  fourths  of  one  cent 
per  pound.  Refined  sugars  were  subject  to  two  cents  per  pound, 
whether  loaf,  lump,  crushed,  or  pulverized.  12  Stat,  at  Large, 
479.  All  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  under  the  act  of  the 
5th  of  August,  1861,  entitled  "  An  act  to  provide  increased  rev- 
enue from  imports,"  which  were  actually  on  shipboard  and  bound 
to  the  United  States,  were  subject  to  pay  only  such  duties  as 
were  provided  by  law  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of 
that  act.  12  Stat,  at  Large,  293.*  Rates  of  duty  on  sugars  were 
increased  by  the  act  of  the  24th  of  December,  1861 ;  and  the 
parties  agree  that  the  rates  of  duty  assessed  and  collected  in  this 
case,  are  those  expressed  in  that  act,  which  went  into  effect  at  the 
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date  of  its  passage.  The  language  of  the  provision  is,  that  from 
and  after  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this  act,  in  lieu  of  the  duties 
heretofore  imposed  hj  law,  on  articles  hereinafter  mentioned, 
there  shall  be  levied,  collected,  and  paid  on  the  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise  herein  enumerated  and  provided  for,  imported  from 
foreign  countries,  the  following  duties  and  rates  of  du^,  that  is 
to  say,  tea,  coffee,  and  sugars,  as  therein  classified  and  provided. 
Observe  that  these  ^^  duties  and  rates  of  duty  "  are  imposed  in 
lieu  of  the  duties  heretofore  imposed  by  law  on  the  articles 
therein  mentioned.  Direct  repeal  would  be  no  stronger,  as  it  is 
expressly  enacted  that  the  increased  duties  and  rates  of  duty 
shall  be  imposed  in  lieu  of  the  duties  heretofore  imposed  by  law. 
Terms  more  explicit  and  comprehensive  could  not  be  employed, 
and  the  provision  neither  contains  any  exception,  nor  admits  of 
any,  without  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  positive  legislation. 

Goods  actually  on  shipboard,  and  bound  to  the  United  States 
at  the  date  of  the  prior  act,  were  specially  exempted  from  its 
operation,  and  were  only  required  to  pay  such  duties  as  were 
previously  provided  by  law  ;  but  the  act  of  the  24th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1861,  under  which  the  duties  in  this  case  were  assessed  and 
collected,  contains  no  such  exception,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
any  other  act  of  Congress  which  affords  any  support  to  the  theory 
of  the  plaintiffs. 

Reference  is  made  to  the  joint  resolution  of  the  11th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1862,  as  affording  support  to  that  theory,  but  it  is  clear  that 
it  cannot  be  construed  to  have  any  such  effect,  as  it  is  expressly 
limited  to  goods  warehoused  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the 
act,  entitled  an  act  to  increase  the  duties  on  tea,  coffee,  and  sugar. 
Viewed  as  a  provision  for  one  class  of  goods  only,  and  that  a  dif- 
ferent one  from  the  importation  in  this  case,  the  argument  from 
it  is  rather  against  the  theory  of  the  plaintiffs  than  in  their  favor. 
Expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius. 

Suppose  it  were  otherwise,  however,  and  that  it  can  be  admit- 
ted that  the  provision  in  the  prior  law,  exempting  goods  actually 
on  shipboard,  and  bound  to  the  United  States  at  the  date  of  the 
new  enactment,  was  in  full  force,  still  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  plaintiffs  ought  not  to  prevail,  because  it  is  clear,  we  think, 
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that  tho  goods  constituting  the  importation  in  this  case  were  not, 
on  the  5th  of  August,  1861,  bound  to  the  United  States. 

Plaintiffs  concede  that  they  cannot  prevail,  unless  the  agreed 
statement  shows  that  the  goods  were  actually  on  shipboard  at 
that  date,  and  bound  to  the  United  States. 

Havii^g  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  goods  were  not  at  that 
date  bound  to  the  United  States,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
whether,  on  the  facts  agreed,  they  were,  or  were  not,  actually  on 
shipboard,  and  we  express  no  opinion  on  that  point. 

Undoubtedly  the  case  shows  that  the  person  who  purchased 
the  goods  expressed  an  intention  to  make  the  purchase,  and  ship 
the  goods  to  the  United  States  ;  but  the  record  contains  the  most 
plenary  evidence  that  he  changed  his  mind,  and  that  the  goods 
were  actually  purchased,  shipped,  and  forwarded  to  Falmouth, 
without  any  definite  intention  to  import  them  here,  and  with  the 
right  expressly  reserved  to  discharge  at  London,  Hamburg,  or 
Bremen.  They  were  invoiced  in  the  name  of  a  foreign  house, 
and  consigned  to  Berenberg,  Gossler,  &  Co.,  of  Hamburg.  Bills 
of  lading  were  signed  by  the  master,  wholly  inconsistent  with 
the  theory  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  vessel  actually  cleared  for 
Falmouth,  and  for  orders.  The  shippers  were  bound  by  the 
charter-party  to  make  their  election  before  the  ship  sailed,  and 
they  made  it  as  required,  and  gave  notice  in  writing. 

Other  questions  were  discussed  at  the  bar,  but  in  the  view  of 
the  case  we  have  taken  it  is  not  necessary  to  examine  them,  as 
the  points  actually  decided  dispose  of  the  controversy. 

The  duties  were  correctly  computed  and  properly  collected, 
and  according  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  there  must  be 
judgment  for  the  defendant,  with  costs. 
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The  nirface  of  a  trarell«d  street  or  highway,  aboat  two  rods  wide,  in  a  Tillage,  was  in  all 
respects  io  good  conditioo,  and  had  been  repaired  iinom  time  to  time  by  the  town  author- 
ities.  At  a  certain  point  by  the  side  of  the  road  was  a  cellar,  about  four  feet  deep,  the  line 
of  the  wall  of  which  extended  within  the  line  of  the  street  No  building  had  existed 
ofer  the  cellar  for  a  period  of  about  eight  years,  nor  had  the  town,  for  about  that  period 
of  tiDie,  erected  or  maintained  any  guard  or  railing  against  the  excavation.  HeUt  that 
this  was  not,  under  the  statute  of  Maine,  such  a  condition  of  repair  as  to  be  safe  and 
eoovenient  for  traTellers  with  teams,  horses,  and  carriages. 

Ao  accident  occurred  at  this  point  under  the  following  circumstances;  A  person  driTing 
one  horse  in  a  chaise  stopped  near  the  cellar,  and  turned  the  animal  to  one  side,  in  order 
to  admit  some  one  into  the  carriage.  The  driver  then  attempted  to  turn  the  horse  suffi- 
ciently to  bring  him  into  the  road,  but  the  horse  came  back  too  far,  and  began  to  back ; 
be  then  slapped  the  animal  with  the  reins  to  start  him  forward,  and  the  horse  stopped, 
but  the  rear  wheels  were  then  passing  over  the  cellar-wall,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  attempt- 
ing to  jump  out  was  caught  by  the  fender,  and  together  with  horse  and  yehicle  fell 
bto  tiie  cellar.  Heli,  that  these  facts  were  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  defenoe  of  want 
of  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  person  injured. 

Under  these  circumstances,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  reoover  damages  against  the  town  for 
the  injuries  reoeiTed  in  consequence  of  a  defectiTe  highway.  As  to  the  amount,  the 
plaintiff  is  to  recover  a  just  compensation  for  his  injuries,  which  are  to  be  estimated  by 
in  examination  of  all  the  facts  of  the  accident,  and  of  the  plaintiff's  condition  in  conse- 
quence thereof. 

Mere  opinions  of  physicians  that  ill- health,  subsequent  to  the  ii^iiiT)  was  oocasioned  by  it, 
must  be  received  with  caution,  and  weighed  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  surrounding 
the  case. 

Trespass  on  the  case,  to  recover  damages  on  account  of  an 
injury  received  as  alleged,  through  a  defect  in  a  highway, 
which  the  corporation  defendants  were  bound  by  law  to  keep 
in  repair. 

Tlie  injury  was  received  on  Pearl  Street,  nearly  opposite  the 
dwelling-house  of  one  Edward  White,  who  lived  on  the  northerly 
side  of  the  street. 

VOL.  III.  6 
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The  alleged  defect  consisted  of  a  cellar  nearly  opposite  White's 
dwelling-house. 

There  was  no  fence  or  railing  against  the  cellar. 

White  had  lived  in  his  house  nearly  thirty  years,  and  when  he 
first  took  up  his  abode  at  that  place  there  was  a  currier's  shop 
over  the  cellar,  but  the  shop  was  burned  some  ten  or  twelve  years 
before  the  accident. 

Before  the  shop  was  burned  the  highway  or  street  was  fenced 
on  both  sides. 

White's  and  the  adjoining  lot  were  fenced  when  he  went  there, 
and  there  was  a  continuous  line  of  fence  for  a  considerable  dis- 
tance on  that  side. 

The  proofs  showed  that  the  front  of  the  shop  on  the  other  side 
of  the  street,  was  on  the  line  of  the  street,  and  that  there  was  a 
fence  on  each  side  of  the  street  on  the  same  line. 

It  was  conceded  that  the  shop  was  not  rebuilt ;  and  the  evi- 
dence showed  that  the  back  of  the  cellar-wall,  on  the  line  of  the 
street,  extended  within  the  line  of  the  street  on  that  side ;  that 
the  top  of  the  wall  was  nearly  or  quite  level  with  the  street,  and 
that  it  was  without  fence  or  railing. 

Repairs  had  been  made  on  the  street,  and  the  travelled  way 
was  slightly  turn  piked,  causing  a  depression  on  each  side  of  the 
travelled  part,  of  seven  inches  at  the  greatest  depth,  and  having 
a  space  of  three  feet  in  width  on  the  outer  sides  of  the  gutters, 
for  sidewalks. 

Except  the  absence  of  a  fence  or  railing  against  the  cellar,  the 
street  was  in  good  repair,  and  was  safe  and  convenient  as  a  street 
of  that  width. 

The  cellar  was  four  feet  deep,  and  there  were  large  rocks  in  it, 
besides  those  in  the  walls. 

When  the  shop  was  burned,  or  shortly  after,  a  fence  was  erected 
on  the  line  of  the  street,  against  the  excavation,  but  it  was  soon 
blown  down,  and  had  never  been  rebuilt  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  plaintiffs  testimony  :  — 

Late  in  the  afternoon  of  July  17, 1861,  he  went  to  a  stable  in 
Federal  Street,  into  which  Pearl  Street  runs,  and  hired  a  horse 
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and  chaise  and  drove  to  bis  own  house,  where  his  wife  got  into 
the  carriage. 

They  drove  around  the  village  for  about  two  hours,  at  the  ex- 
piration of  which  he  returned  to  his  bouse,  left  his  wife,  and 
started  to  return  the  horse  and  vehicle  to  the  stable. 

After  returning  to  his  house,  and  attempting  to  turn  the  car- 
riage, after  his  wife  had  got  out,  he  found  that  the  street  was  not 
wide  enough  for  the  purpose,  and  to  obviate  the  difficulty,  he  first 
turned  the  horse  to  the  left,  then  ^'  backed  "  a  little  way,  and 
then  pulled  the  right-hand  rein,  and  guided  the  animal  around 
to  that  side. 

Having  done  so,  he  started  to  go  to  the  stable,  and  had  pro- 
ceeded a  few  rods,  —  opposite  White's  house,  —  when  he  saw  one 
Henry  F..  Gordon,  on  the  north  side  of  the  street,  travelling  the 
same  way. 

Thereupon  he  stopped,  turned  the  horse  to  the  right,  and  in- 
vited Gofdon  to  ride  with  him.  Gordon  went  around  to  the  left 
side  of  the  carriage  and  got  in. 

After  this  the  plaintiff  drew  the  other  rein,  to  bring  the  horse 
back  into  the  road ;  and  the  witness  said  '^  the  horse  came  back 
too  far,  and  commenced  to  back." 

Perceiving  this,  he  slapped  the  horse  with  the  reins,  to  start 
him  forward  and  stop  him  from  backing. 

Gordon  jumped  out  at  the  same  time,  and  the  horse  stopped, 
but  the  rear  wheels  of  the  carriage  were  then  passing  over  the 
cellar-wall. 

The  plaintiff  also  attempted  to  jump  out,  but  fell  over  the 
fender  into  the  cellar,  and  was  instantly  followed  by  the  carriage 
and  horse. 

There  was  some  testimony  concerning  the  character  and  habits 
of  the  horse,  and  a  description  of  the  condition  of  the  plaintiff 
consequent  upon  the  injury,  but  sufficient  allusion  to  these  points 
is  to  be  found  in  the  opinion. 
Straut  and  Gage^  for  plaintiff. 

John  Hand  and  George  JE.  B.  Jackson^  for  defendants. 
Clifford,  J.    Towns  in  this  State  are  required  to  keep  their 
highways,  town  ways,  and  streets  in  such  repair  that  they  shall  be 


84  MAINE  DISTRICT. 


Nichols  V.  Inhabitants  of  Brunswick. 


safe  and  convenient  for  travellers  with  horses,  teams,  and  car- 
riages. Rev.  Stat.  224.  Persons  who  receive  any  bodily  injury, 
or  suffer  any  damage  in  their  property,  through  any  defect,  or 
want  of  repair,  or  sufficient  railing  in  any  highway,  town  way, 
causeway,  or  bridge,  may  recover  for  the  same  of  the  county, 
town,  or  person  bound  to  keep  the  way  in  repair,  provided  that  it 
appear  that  the  county,  town,  or  person,  as  the  case  may  be,  had 
reasonable  notice  of  the  defect,  or  want  of  repair,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  he  received  the  injury  was  in  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care.  Rev.  Stat.  227.  Repeated  decisions  in  this  State 
show  that  the  right  to  recover  in  such  cases  depends  upon  the 
following  conditions,  and  that  they  must  all  concur,  before  it  can 
be  held  that  the  defendants  are  liable :  — 

1.  That  the  highway  was  one  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  town 
were  bound  to  keep  in  repair. 

2.  That  it  was  defective,  and  out  of  repair  at  the  time  of  the 
accident. 

3.  That  the  plaintiff  was  injured  as  alleged  in  his  declaration. 

4.  That  the  town  had  reasonable  notice  of  the  defect. 

5.  That  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care, 
when  he  received  the  injury. 

6.  That  the  injury  was  occasioned  solely  through  the  defect 
in  the  highway,  and  not  from  any  negligence  or  want  of  ordinary 
care  on  the  part  of  the  injured  party. 

The  existence  of  the  highway  is  not  controverted,  and  it  is 
conceded  that  the  town  was  bound  to  keep  it  in  repair.  Satisfac- 
tory proof  of  user  as  such,  even  for  a  period  of  more  than  twenty 
years  was  introduced  by  the  plaintiff;  and  he  also  proved  that 
the  proper  authorities  of  the  town  had  made  repairs  on  it  within 
six  years  before  the  injury,  which  of  itself  estops  the  town  to 
deny  the  location.  Rev.  Stat.  228.  Defendants  deny  that  the 
highway  was  defective,  and  that  denial  presents  the  first  issue  of 
fact  between  the  parties.  Uncontradicted  evidence  showed  that 
the  highway  was  only  two  rods  wide,  but  that  it  was  level,  and  in 
good  repair  in  all  respects,  except  that  it  had  no  fence  or  railing 
at  the  place  where  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 

Unguarded  as  the  street  was  at  that  place   by  any  fence  or 
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niliog,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  excavation  rendered  the 
street  unsafe,  inconvenient,  and  dangerous  to  travellers.  Evi- 
dence of  the  injury  to  some  extent  is  full  and  satisfactory,  and 
the  fact  is  not  controverted  by  the  defendants.  Notice  of  the 
defect  in  the  street,  if  the  excavation  is  found  to  be  one,  is  also 
very  properly  conceded  by  the  defendants,  as  the  evidence  is  full 
to  the  point,  and  all  one  way.  Means  of  knowledge  upon  the 
subject  were  open  to  all  the  inhabitants,  as  the  defect  had  exist- 
ed for  more  than  ten  years,  and  the  witness  who  lived  on  the 
opposite  side  of  the  street  testified  that,  several  years  before 
the  plaintiff  was  injured,  he  notified  one  of  the  selectmen  that 
this  was  a  dangerous  place  in  turning,  and  that  it  ought  to  be 
fenced. 

Suppose  these  four  issues  to  be  found  for  the  plaintiff,  still, 
the  defendants  deny  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover,  because  they 
insist  that  he  was  not  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  and  that  the  injury  he  received  was  not  occa- 
sioned solely  through  the  defect  or  want  of  repair  in  the  high- 
way. These  two  defences  may  be  considered  together,  as  the 
circumstances  relied  on  in  their  support  are  either  substantially 
the  same  or  blended  with  each  other  so  that  they  cannot  well  be 
separated.  Pearl  Street  runs  into  Federal  Street,  and  extends  in 
an  easterly  direction  a  considerable  distance  beyond  the  dwelling- 
house  occupied  by  the  plaintiff. 
[After  a  review  of  the  details  of  the  accident,  the  court  say  :] 
Such  is  the  substance  of  the  circumstances  attending  the  ac- 
cident, as  proved  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  person  who  was  with 
him  when  it  occurred,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  any  one  who 
reads  can  impute  to  the  plaintiff  any  want  of  ordinary  care  in 
driving,  or  in  his  efforts  to  avoid  the  peril.  The  accident  oc- 
curred towards  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening,  but  it  was  not  dark, 
uid  there  is  nothing  in  the  circumstances  attending  it  to  author- 
ize the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  any  degree  of 
negligence.  On  the  contrary,  they  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
the  plaintiff,  if  he  had  a  suitable  horse  and  carriage,  was  at  the 
time  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  as  required  by  law,  to  en- 
title him  to  recover  damages  of  the  defendants  for  the  injuries 
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lie  received.  No  objection  is  made  to  the  sufl^ciency  of  the  car- 
riage, but  it  is  insisted  that  the  horse  was  unsuitable,  and  that 
the  injury  was  not  occasioned  solely  through  the  defect  or  want 
of  repair  in  the  highway.  Many  witnesses  were  examined  on 
this  point,  and  there  is  considerable  conflict  in  the  testimony. 
Wliere  an  issue  in  the  case  depends  upon  conflicting  testimony, 
parties  must  be  satisfied  with  the  statement  of  the  conclusions  of 
the  court,  as  it  would  extend  an  opinion  to  an  unreasonable  length 
to  relate  the  details  of  the  testimony  as  given  by  the  several 
witnesses. 

Defendants'  witnesses  testify  that  the  horse  was  accustomed  to 
back,  and  that  he  was  a  vicious  horse.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
plaintiffs  testify  that  the  horse  was  kind,  safe,  good  driving,  and 
without  any  such  vice  as  is  ascribed  to  him  by  the  defendants. 
Nothing  appears  in  the  circumstances  attending  the  accident  to 
afford  any  support  to  the  views  of  the  defendants,  except  that  the 
horse  backed,  as  he  had  just  been  made  to  do,  in  front  of  the 
house  of  the  plaintiS*,  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  turn  the 
carriage  in  that  narrow  street.  When  the  rein  was  drawn  by  the 
plaintiff,  to  bring  the  horse  straight  in  the  road,  he  came  round 
too  far,  and  backed,  but  when  slapped  with  the  reins  he  stopped ; 
and  it  seems  highly  probable  that  the  accident  would  not  have 
happened  if  there  had  been  a  fence  or  railing  around  the  excava- 
tion. Most  of  the  defendants'  testimony  as  to  the  character  of 
the  horse  refers  to  his  conduct  when  under  harsh  training  by  an 
owner  as  a  means  of  augmenting  his  market  value.  During  the 
period  of  those  appliances  he  was  known  to  back,  as  proved  by 
that  owner  and  other  witnesses  who  saw  him  driving  the  horse. 
But  many  witnesses  called  by  the  plaintiff,  who  had  owned  or 
known  and  driven  the  horse,  both  before  and  after  the  period 
when  he  was  in  the  possession  of  that  owner,  testify  that  the 
horse  was  kind,  safe,  gentle,  and  good  driving,  and  that  he  had 
no  such  vice  as  that  charged  by  the  defendants.  Considered 
altogether,  the  weight  of  the  evidence  is  greatly  on  the  side  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  it  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the 
injury  was  occasioned  solely  through  the  defect  or  want  of  repair 
in  the  highway. .   Plaintiff  therefore  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the 
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injury  he  received ;  and  the  only  remaining  question  is,  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  damages. 

The  statement  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  his  side  struck  the  rocks 
when  he  fell  into  the  cellar,  and  that  the  horse,  as  he  fell  into  the 
cellar,  struck  him  on  his  back  and  jammed  him  on  to  the  rocks ; 
bat  he  got  out  of  the  cellar,  and  was  able,  with  the  assistance  of 
his  wife  and  one  other  person,  to  walk  to  his  own  house.  He 
complained  of  injury  in  his  back,  right  knee,  and  second  finger  of 
his  right  hand ;  suffered  a  good  deal  of  pain ;  sent  for  a  physician, 
who  ordered  that  his  back  should  be  rubbed  with  wormwood  and 
spirits ;  put  a  plaster  on  his  right  side,  and  something  on  his  knee, 
which  healed  up  in  about  a  week ;  confined  to  his  house  eight 
or  ten  days,  and  used  crutches  for  some  two  months ;  not  able  to 
work  after  he  got  out ;  pain  in  right  side,  and  kneepan  troubled 
bim  ever  since,  and  always  worse  when  he  gets  cold.  He  states 
that  he  has  not  been  able  to  do  half  a  man's  work  since  the  injury. 
His  wife  was  also  examined  and  confirmed  his  statements  as  to 
bis  visible  injuries,  suffering,  and  inability  to  labor.  Two  physi- 
cians were  also  examined,  who  expressed  strong  doubts  whether 
the  plaintiff  would  ever  regain  his  vigor  which  he  had  before  the 
injury. 

The  rule  of  law  is  plain  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  just 
compensation  for  his  injuries,  but  the  estimation  of  the  amount 
is  a  matter  attended  with  great  difficulty.  Injuries  apparently 
slight  may  prove  to  be  serious,  and  those  supposed  to  be  serious 
may  prove  slight  under  skilful  treatment.  Subsequent  ill-health 
and  debility  may  result  from  such  an  injury,  or  they  may  result 
from  other  causes  wholly  distinct.  Mere  opinions  of  physicians, 
that  such  complaints  are  consistent  with  the  theory  that  the  diffi- 
culty results  from  the  injury,  or  is  the  effect  of  it,  must  be  re- 
ceived with  caution,  and  weighed  in  view  of  all  the  uncertainties 
which  surround  the  case. 

Impressed  with  these  views,  and  anxious  to  administer  jus- 
tice betw^een  the  parties,  the  court  has  attentively  examined 
the  whole  testimony  given  to  the  jury,  and  the  additional  testi- 
mony introduced  to  the  court.  Considering  the  whole  case,  in 
all  the    circumstances,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
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plaintiff  do  recover  of  the  defendants  the  sum  of  $900  and  costs 
of  suit. 

The  direction  of  the  court  is,  that  judgment  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff,  for  $900  and  costs. 


Abthur  B.  Nichols  v.  Inhabitants  of  Brunswick. 

Both  befora  and  sioce  the  passage  of  the  act  of  the  6th  of  Febmarj,  1868,  costs  haTC  been 
allowed  in  this  court  to  the  preyailing  party  for  travel  and  attendance. 

Where  a  party  is  called  and  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  belialf  he  is  not  entitled  to 
traTcl  and  attendance  as  a  witness. 

The  facts  are  sufficiently  apparent  in  the  opinion. 

Strout  and  Gage^  for  plaintiff. 

John  Rand  and  George  JE.  B.  Jackson^  for  defendants. 

CuFFOBD,  J.  Judgment  was  ordered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
at  a  previous  day  in  the  term,  for  $900  and  costs  of  suit.  Since 
that  time  the  costs  have  been  taxed,  and  the  taxation  presented  to 
the  clerk  for  approval.  Plaintiff,  being  the  prevailing  party, 
claimed  that  he  was  entitled  to  tax  travel  and  attendance,  accord- 
ing to  the  uniform  practice  of  the  court.  Defendants  object  to 
those  items  in  the  taxation,  and,  after  hearing  the  parties,  the 
derk  disallowed  the  same,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  court. 

Federal  courts  were  organized  by  the  act  of  Congress  passed 
on  the  24th  of  September,  1789,  commonly  described  as  the  Ju- 
diciary Act    1  Stat,  at  Large,  73. 

Costs  are  recognized  as  following  the  judgments  or  decrees  in 
several  Actions  of  that  act.  Where  the  minimum  or  maximum 
sum  of  jurisdiction  is  prescribed,  it  is  in  every  case  declared  that  the 
sum  specified  is  exclusive  of  costs.    1  Stat,  at  Large,  77,  78,  79. 

So  where  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  originally  brought  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  or  a  petitioner  in  equity,  recovers  less  than  the  sum  of 
$500,  the  provision  is,  that  he  shall  not  be  allowed  costs,  but 
may  be  adjudged  to  pay  costs  at  the  discretion  of  the  court.  1 
Stat,  at  Large,  83. 
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Other  sections  also  of  the  same  act  recognize  the  right  of  pre* 
Tailing  parties  to  costs ;  but  the  act  contained  no  fee  bill,  and 
none  was  passed  by  Congress  until  the  act  of  the  8th  of  May, 
1792,  entitled  an  act  for  regulating  processes  in  the  United  States 
courts,  except  the  Process  Act  of  the  29th  of  September,  1789, 
which  adopts  the  rates  of  fees  that  prevailed  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State.    1  Stat  at  Largo,  93-  275. 

But  the  Judiciary  Act  authorizes  the  Federal  courts  to  make 
and  establish  all  necessary  rules  for  the  orderly  condudling  busi- 
ness in  the  said  courts,  provided  that  such  orders  are  not  repug- 
nant to  the  laws  of  the  United  States.     1  Stat,  at  Large,  83. 

Pursuant  to  that  authority,  or  under  the  Process  Act,  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  this  district  adopted  the 
fee  bill  of  the  Commonwealth.  Maine  at  that  period  was  a  part 
of  Massachusetts,  and,  although  erected  into  a  separate  district, 
was  a  part  of  the  same  circuit,  and  was  governed  by  the  same 
rules  of  practice. 

Parties  in  the  courts  of  the  Commonwealth,  at  the  date  of  the 
Judiciary  Act,  were  entitled  to  one  shilling  and  sixpence  for  each 
day*s  attendance,  and  the  provision  was  that  ten  miles'  travel, 
should  be  accounted  as  one  day.    Act  March  1, 1787. 

Prevailing  parties  were  accordingly  allowed  one  shilling  and- 
sixpence  for  each  day's  attendance  in  the  Circuit  Court  or  in  the 
District  Court  of  Massachusetts,  and  the  same  amount  for  ten 
miles'  travel.  Thomas  Jenkins  v.  Theodore  Sedgwick^  Mass.  Dist. 
Nov.  T.  1790  ;  Maltha  Byles  v.  Isaac  Hill,  Mass.  Dist.  May  T. 
1791. 

Congress,  on  the  2d  of  April,  1792,  enacted  that  the  money  of 
account  of  the  United  States  should  be  expressed  in  dollars  and 
cents,  and  that  all  accounts  in  the  public  offices,  and  all  proceed- 
ings in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  should  be  kept  and 
had  in  conformity  to  that  regulation.  1  Stat,  at  Large,  250, 
§20. 

Taxation  of  costs  was  still  made  in  pounds,  shillings,  and  pence, 
under  the  law  of  the  State,  but  the  several  amounts  were  brought 
into  Federal  money  in  making  up  the  judgment  in  the  Circuit 
Court.    Proceedings  were  continued  in  that  form  until  the  law 
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of  the  State  was  changed,  except  so  far  as  the  taxation  of  costs 
was  regulated  by  the  fee  bill  in  the  act  of  Congress  to  which  refer- 
ence has  been  made. 

On  the  13th  of  February,  1796,  the  Legislature  of  the  State 
passed  a  law  alloWing  parties  entitled  to  costs  thirty-three  cents 
for  each  day's  attendance  and  travel, —  ten  miles  to  be  accounted 
one  day.    1  Mass.  Laws,  476,  481. 

That  provision  was  re-enacted  in  1804,  and  made  permanent. 
2  Mass.  Uaws,  100. 

Immediate  change  was  made  in  the  practice  in  the  Circuit 
Court  in  the  taxation  of  costs,  in  conformity  to  that  provision, 
and  the  rate  adopted  at  that  time  has  been  followed  to  the  present 
time,  without  any  variation.  Arthur  Bobbins  v.  William  Witmorey 
Mass.  Dist  Oct.  T.  1796. 

Fees  of  marshals,  clerks,  district  attorneys,  jailers,  and  witnesses 
were  regulated  by  the  act  of  the  8th  of  May,  1792,  but  inasmuch  as 
the  provision  was  silent  as  to  the  travel  and  attendance  of  parties, 
the  taxation  was  continued  as  before,  and  the  practice  received 
the  sanction  of  the  Federal  judges  of  that  day. 

Acts  of  Congress  upon  the  subject  of  fees  have  several  times 
been  passed,  but  as  none  of  the  provisions  referred  to  the  travel 
and  attendance  of  parties,  it  has  never  been  doubted  that  those 
items  were  properly  the  subject  of  taxation  in  favor  of  the  party 
entitled  to  judgment. 

The  compensation  allowed  by  law  in  the  Federal  courts  to  at- 
torneys, solicitors,  proctors,  district  attorneys,  clerks,  marshals, 
witnesses,  jurors,  commissioners,  and  printers  is  prescribed  by 
the  act  of  the  26th  of  February,  1863,  and  the  provision  of  the 
first  section  of  the  act  is,  that  the  prescribed  compensation  shall 
be  in  lieu  of  the  compensation  previously  allowed  by  law,  and 
that  no  other  compensation  shall  be  taxed  and  allowed.  Un- 
doubtedly that  provision  is  in  full  force,  but  it  makes  no  refer- 
ence whatever  to  the  taxation  of  costs  to  the  prevailing  party. 
Although  it  is  more  comprehensive  and  enters  more  into  detail 
than  the  prior  regulations  upon  the  subject,  still  it  is  clear  that  It 
does  not  embrace  the  parties  to  the  suit. 

Since  the  passage  of  that  act  as  well  as  before,  costs  have  been 
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allowed  to  the  prevailing  party  for  travel  and  attendance,  and  in 
cases  where  terms  are  imposed  by  the  court  as  a  condition  to  an 
order  granting  a  continuance.  Such  allowances  rest  upon  the 
original  regulations  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sanctioned  by  the  uni- 
form practice  of  the  court,  and  not  forbidden  by  any  act  of  Con- 
gress. 

Where  a  party  is  called  and  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own 
bebalf,  he  is  not  entitled  to  travel  and  attendance  as  a  witness. 
He  may  be  sworn  or  not  in  his  own  favor,  at  his  election,  but  he 
cannot  claim  any  compensation  for  doing  what  he  may  omit,  if 
he  sees  fit.  In  other  words,  the  law  gives  him  the  privilege  to 
introduce  his  own  testimony  if  he  sees  fit,  but  cannot  require  the 
opposite  party  to  pay  him  for  exercising  the  privilege  which  the 
law  confers. 

Correct  the  taxation  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


Henry  L.  Fearino  v.  Henby  C.  Cheeseman. 

Where  in  a  charter-party  no  stipulation  is  made  as  to  the  day  the  Tessel  should  sail,  or  the 
time  she  was  to  be  allowed  for  the  trip,  the  rule  of  construction  is,  that  sbe  is  to  sail  within 
a  reasonable  time,  and  to  proceed  with  reasonable  despatch,  and  without  unnecessary 
deviation,  to  the  place  of  loading,  unless  delayed  by  the  public  enemy  or  perils  of  the 


Saeh  an  implied  corenant  in  a  charter-party  is  not  a  condition  precedent,  whidh,  if  broicen, 
win  justify  the  charterer  in  disregarding  his  coTcnants,  unless  the  delay  is  so  great  that 
it  depriTes  the  charterer  of  the  whole  benefit  of  the  oontmct  or  frustrates  his  object  in 
chartering  the  Tessel. 

A  stipulation  in  a  charter-party  that  the  charter  should  commence  when  the  vessel  was 
ready  to  load,  does  not  mean  that  the  charter-party  does  not  attach  until  the  vessel  ar- 
rived at  the  place  of  loading.  Performance  of  the  implied  contract,  that  the  vessel  was 
to  sail  to  the  place  of  loading  within  a  reasonable  time,  was  as  requisite  as  that  notice  of 
the  readiness  of  the  vessel  to  receive  cargo  should  be  given  on  arrival  at  the  place  of 
kMifding. 

A  charter-party  was  executed  April  27, 1866,  while  a  vessel  was  laying  in  the  harbor  of 
Boston,  by  which  she  was  to  load  at  Farmingdale,  Maine.  No  stipulation  was  made  con- 
cerning the  time  at  which  she  was  to  sail  for  the  place  of  loading.  She  arrived  at  Farm- 
ingdale, May  20.  When  the  master  gave  the  required  notice  of  the  readiness  of  the 
vessel  to  receive  eargt^,  the  charterer  refused  to  load  her.  Thereupon  the  following  cor- 
respondence took  place.  From  the  charterer:  **  Will  load  the  vessel  at  going  rates;  no 
othsr  terms,  damages  or  not*'    To  which  the  owners  replied  that  the  charterer  must 
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. "  either  load  her  per  charter-party  or  pay  damages.**  To  this  the  following  reply  was 
receiTed:  **  Will  load  Tessel  for  the  voyage  at  eight  dollars,  measurement  or  weight,  differ- 
ence between  old  and  new,  charter  open,  to  be  settled  by  the  courts  or  by  arbitration,  with- 
out prejudicing  the  rights  of  either  party.**  The  final  reply  was :  **  We  accept  your  propo- 
sition; load  Yessel  as  per  despatch  of  this  date.**  Thereupon  the  defendants  loaded  the 
▼esse],  and  the  cargo  was  duly  transported  and  delivered.  Held,  that  no  new  charter- 
party  was  made  by  the  above  correspondence,  and  that  the  respondent  was  liable 
unless  he  could  show  that  the  master,  in  fidling  to  report  the  vessel  within  a  reasonable 
time,  had  violated  some  condition  precedent,  or  that  the  delay  was  so  great  as  to  fimi- 
trate  the  voyage. 
A  vessel  was  chartered  April  27, 1865,  at  Boston,  to  go  to  Farmingdale,  Maine,  for  a  cargo 
of  ice,  to  be  transported  to  Mobile,  Alabama.  From  stress  of  weather,  she  did  not  arrive 
at  Farmingdale  until  May  20,  when  she  reported  as  ready  to  receive  cargo.  The  char- 
terers had  then  hired  and  loaded  another  vessel,  with  the  cargo  destined  for  the  first 
chartered  vessel,  on  the  arrival  of  which,  however,  they  changed  the  destination  of  the 
vessel  last  hired  and  sent  her  in  fulfilment  of  another  contract,  and  the  vessel  first  named 
actually  performed  the  contract  for  which  she  was  chartered,  and  the  cargo  was  received 
without  complaint  ffdd,  that  the  fkcts  showed  that  the  voyage  was  not  fhistrated  by 
the  delay  to  notify,  that  the  vessel  was  ready  to  receive  cargo,  and  that  the  owners  were 
entitled  to  recover  under  the  charter. 

Admibaltt  appeal.  Libel  to  recover  a  balance  of  the  stipu- 
lated price  under  a  charter-party. 

The  libellant  was  the  owner  of  the  brig  Star  of  Hope,  ^pd 
the  appellants  were  the  charterers.  The  charter-party  was  exe- 
cuted at  Boston,  Massachusetts,  on  the  27th  of  April,  1865,  and 
was  for  a  voyage  from  Farmingdale,  Maine,  to  Fort  Oaines  or 
Mobile,  Alabama.  The  owner  let  the  ship  for  freight,  and  en- 
gaged that  she  should  be  kept  seaworthy  during  the  voyage,  and 
to  provide  her  with  men  and  provisions.  The  charterers  agreed 
to  furnish  her  with  cargo,  sufficient  for  lading  or  ballast,  and  to 
pay  the  owners  $  4,250,  as  charter-money  for  the  voyage. 

When  the  charter-party  was  executed  the  vessel  was  lying 
in  the  harbor  of  Boston,  and  the  charter-party  contained  no 
stipulation  as  to  the  time  when  she  was  to  sail  to  her  place  of 
lading.  Provision  was  made  for  lay-days  for  loading  and  dis- 
charging, and  the  stipulation  was,  that  they  were  to  commence 
respectively  from  the  time  that  the  master  should  report  that  he 
was  ready  to  receive  or  discharge. 

The  following  were  the  precise  terms  of  the  stipulations  as 
to  lay-days :  ^^  Despatch  in  loading  at  Farmingdale,  and  ten 
working  days  at  port  of  destination." 

The  charter  was  to  commence  when  the  vessel  was  ready  to 
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receive  cargo  at  the  place  of  loading,  and  notice  thereof  was 
given  by  the  master  to  the  charterers  or  their  agent ;  and  the  pro- 
vision was,  that  the  vessel  was  to  be  loaded  and  discharged,  at 
the  expense  of  the  charterers,  with  the  assistance  of  the  crew. 

The  vessel  arrived  at  Farmingdale,  May  20,  1865,  and  the 
master  immediately  reported  to  the  charterers  that  the  vessel 
was  ready  to  receive  cargo. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  cargo  was  ultimately  furnished,  and 
loaded  into  the  vessel,  and  that  she  safely  transported  and  well 
and  truly  delivered  the  same  at  the  port  of  destination  and  dis- 
charge. 

The  principal  defence  was,  that  the  vessel  did  hot  seasonably 
arrive  at  Farmingdale ;  that  in  consequence,  the  charterers  were 
obliged  to  employ  another  vessel  in  her  stead,  and  that  they  did 
not  load  her  under  the  charter-party  described  in  the  libel,  but 
under  a  new  contract  made  with  the  owners,  in  which  it  was 
agreed  that  they  should  load  her  at  eight  dollars,  measurement 
or  weight,  as  specified  in  the  bill  of  lading,  and  that  they  had 
paid  that  amount  to  the  owners  of  the  vessel  in  full  discharge  of 
the  contract.  They  admitted,  that  if  the  charter-party  remained 
m  full  force,  they  were  liable  for  the  difference  between  the  sum 
therein  named,  as  charter-money,  and  the  sum  paid,  as  already 
mentioned. 

In  the  District  Court,  a  decree  was  entered  in  favor  of  the 
libellauts,  for  the  balance  of  the  charter-money  as  provided  in  the 
charter-party. 
Howard  and  CleaveSy  for  libellants. 
W.  L.  Putnam^  for  respondents. 

Clifford,  J.  Appellants  contend  that  they  never  became  lia- 
ble under  the  charter-party,  because  the  proofs  show,  as  they 
insist,  that  the  owners  of  the  vessel  never  fulfilled  the  stipulations 
of  the  charter-party  on  their  part ;  that  the  delay  of  the  vessel 
in  arriving  at  the  place  of  loading  operated  as  a  breach  of  the 
contract,  and  discharged  them  from  all  obligations  to  furnish  her 
with  a  cargo  for  the  voyage.  The  terms  of  the  charter-party, 
properly  construed,  required  the  vessel,  as  a  matter  of  legal  im- 
plication, to  sail  from  the  anchorage  where  she  lay  within  a 
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reasonable  time,  and  to  proceed  to  the  place  of  loading,  without 
deviation,  and  with  reasonable  despatch,  the  dangers  of  the  seas 
and  navigation  excepted. 

The  parties  made  no  stipulation  as  to  the  day  the  vessel  should 
sail,  or  as  to  the  time  to  be  allowed  for  the  trip  from  Boston  to 
Farmingdale,  but  the  true  rule  of  construction  in  such  cases  is, 
that  the  vessel  shall  sail  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  proceed 
with  reasonable  despatch  and  without  unnecessary  deviation  to 
the  place  of  loading,  unless  delayed  by  the  public  enemy  or 
perils  of  the  seas.  Whether  those  qualifications  to  the  obliga- 
tion of  reasonable  despatch  could  be  admitted  as  a  matter  of 
mere  implication,  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  determine,  as 
the  dangers  of  the  seas  and  navigation  are  properly  excepted  in 
the  charter-party,  and  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  applica- 
ble to  the  other  branch  of  the  inquiry.  The  implied  obligation 
of  reasonable  despatch  in  proceeding  to  the  place  of  loading 
must  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  express  exception  of 
the  perils  of  the  seas  and  navigation.  Such  an  implied  covenant 
in  a  charter-party  is  not  a  condition  precedent,  which  if  broken 
will  justify  the  charterer  in  disregarding  all  his  covenants  and 
promises,  unless  the  delay  is  so  great  that  it  deprives  the  char- 
terer of  the  whole  benefit  of  the  contract,  or  entirely  frustrates 
the  object  he  had  in  view  in  chartering  the  vessel.  Conditions 
precedent  must  be  definite,  and  they  are  usually  express,  but  it 
is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  they  may  not  also  be  im- 
plied, as  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  covenant  of  the 
charter-party  in  this  case,  as  now  construed,  if  expressed  in  the 
instrument,  would  not  amount  to  a  condition  precedent  within 
the  principle  laid  down  in  any  well-considered  judicial  decision, 
unless  it  appeared  that  the  delay  had  the  effect  to  frustrate  the 
voyage.  The  strongest  case  construing  the  covenant  of  a  charter- 
party  as  a  condition  precedent  is  that  of  Lowher  v.  Bangs^  2 
Wall.  728  ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  the  rule  of  construction  there 
adopted  falls  far  short  of  what  would  be  required  in  this  case,  ia 
order  to  give  that  effect  to  the  implied  covenant  under  consider- 
ation. The  majority  of  the  court  held  in  that  case  that  the  cov- 
enant, ^^  ship  to  proceed  from  Melbourne  to  Calcutta  with  all 


SEPTEMBER  TERM,  1867.  95 


Fearing  v.  Cheeseman. 


possible  despatch,"  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the 
sliip-owner  to  recover.  When  the  charter-party  was  executed, 
the  ship  was  on  her  passage  from  New  York  to  Melbourne,  and 
the  terms  of  the  instrument  expressly  required  the  owners  to  use 
the  most  direct  means  to  forward  instructions  to  the  master, 
ordering  it  to  be  fulfilled.  Instructions  were  duly  forwarded, 
but  the  ship  arrived  at  Melbourne,  discharged  cargo^and  sailed 
for  Manilla  before  the  mail  arrived,  and  in  consequence  thereof, 
more  than  six  months  elapsed  before  the  ship  reached  the  place 
of  loading.  Instead  of  sailing  direct  to  Calcutta,  she  went  first 
to  Manilla,  and  it  was  upon  that  ground  that  a  majority  of  the 
court  held  that  the  owners  had  broken  the  contract.  Decisions  of 
a  contrary  character  were  referred  to  by  the  appellees,  and  a 
minority  of  the  court  were  unable  to  agree  to  the  conclusion. 
Since  that  time  the  question  has  again  been  considered  in  one  of 
the  English  courts.  Mac  Andrew  et  al.  v.  Chappie  et  aljl  Law 
Bep.  G.  P.  643. 

The  stipulation  in  that  case  was,  that  the  steamer  then  just 
launched  at  Newcastle,  and  not  quite  fitted  for  sea,  should,  on 
being  ready,  proceed  with  all  convenient  speed  to  Alexandria, 
Bgjptj  and  there  receive  a  cargo  of  cotton,  and  thence  proceed 
to  London  or  Liverpool,  as  ordered  on  signing  the  bill  of  lading. 
The  steamer  deviated  in  the  trip  from  Newcastle,  and  the  char- 
terers refused  to  furnish  her  with  a  cargo.  The  defence  was, 
that  the  covenant  to  proceed  to  the  place  of  loading  with  all  con- 
venient speed,  was  a  condition  precedent ;  that  inasmuch  as  that 
covenant  was  broken  by  the  owners,  the  charterers  were  dis- 
charged from  all  obligation  to  load  the  steamer ;  but  the  court 
unanimously  decided  that  the  phrase  was  only  a  stipulation,  and 
not  a  condition  precedent,  and  that  the  delay  afibrded  no  justi- 
fication to  the  freighters  for  refusing  to  furnish  a  cargo,  and  that 
his  remedy  for  the  damage  occasioned  by  the  delay  was  by  a  cross- 
action.  "  Delay  by  deviation,"  said  Willes,  J.,  "  is  the  same  as 
delay  in  starting"  ;  and  he  held  it  to  be  settled  law  that  no  delay 
or  deviation  which  did  not  entirely  frustrate  the  object  the  char- 
terer bad  in  view,  was  a  sufficient  answer  to  an  action  for  not 
loading  a   cargo,  but  only  gave  a  cross-action   for  damages. 
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Neither  the  language  of  the  charter-party,  nor  any  proper  impli- 
cation from  it,  affords  any  support  to  the  theory  that  the  failure 
of  the  vessel  to  proceed  with  greater  despatch  to  the  place  of 
loading  was  a  breach  of  any  condition  precedent  on  the  part  of 
the  ship-owners,  which  discharged  the  charterers  from  their  obli- 
gation to  load  the  vessel.  The  same  conclusion'  must  follow 
whether  the  correct  rule  be  regarded  as  that  advanced  in  the 
case  of  Lofjober  v.  Bangs^  or  the  one  laid  down  in  the  more  recent 
case  decided  in  one  of  the  courts  of  Westminster  Hall. 

The  next  suggestion  of  the  appellants  is,  that  the  charter- 
party  was  not  to  attach  at  all,  until  the  vessel  arrived  at  the  place 
of  loading,  and  inasmuch  as  she  did  not  proceed  to  that  place 
with  reasonable  despatch,  the  alleged  contract  was  never  con- 
cluded. Support  to  that  proposition  is  attempted  to  be  derived 
from  the  stipulation  that  the  charter  should  commence  when  the 
vessel  was  ready  to  load,  and  notice  thereof  was  given  by  the 
master.  Undoubtedly  the  voyage  for  the  transportation  of  the 
cargo  commenced  at  that  time  and  place,  and  it  was  the  com- 
mencement of  the  voyage  for  the  computation  of  lay-days,  but 
the  contract  became  operative  when  the  charter-party  was  exe- 
cuted and  delivered.  The  obligation  of  the  ship-owners  to  put 
the  vessel  in  a  sea-worthy  condition,  and  cause  her  to  sail  for  the 
place  of  loading  within  a  reasonable  time,  commenced  when  the 
charter-party  became  operative,  and  continued  in  force  till  the 
covenants  were  fulfilled.  Performance  of  that  implied  covenant 
was  as  much  required  by  the  charter-party  as  that  notice  of  readi- 
ness of  the  vessel  to  receive  cargo  should  be  given  on  her  arrivid 
at  the  place  of  loading.  Such  notice  could  not  properly  be  given 
before  the  vessel  actually  arrived,  and  the  implied  requirement 
was,  that  she  should  proceed  there  with  reasonable  despatch,  the 
dangers  of  the  seas  and  navigation  excepted.  Unavoidable  de- 
lay arising  from  these  causes  would  not  discharge  the  charterers 
from  their  covenant  to  load  the  vessel,  unless  the  delay  was  so 
great  as  to  frustrate  the  voyage  or  deprive  the  freighter  of  the 
benefit  of  his  contract.  Where  the  delay  ensues  from  unfore- 
seen causes,  but  the  voyage  is  not  frustrated,  the  charterer  is 
entitled  to  his  claim  for  damages,  as  compensation  for  any  injury 
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be  may  sustain.  Freeman  t.  Tat/lor ^  8  Bing.  124 ;  Clipsham  v. 
VertuCy  5  Ad.  &  EL,  N.  s.  265 ;  Seeger  v.  Duthie^  8  J.  Scott,  n.  s. 
45  ;  Tarraboehia  v.  Hickiej  1  H.  A  N.  188 ;  Dimick  v.  CorUeU, 
12  Moore,  P.  C.  227. 

The  defence  that  a  new  charter-party  or  contract  was  made,  is 
entirely  unsupported  by  the  evidence.     When  the  master  gave 
the  required  notice  that  the  vessel  was  ready  to  receive  cargo,  tlie 
cliarterers  refused  to  load  her,  and  on  the  26th  of  the  same 
month  they  telegraphed  to  the  owners  that  they  would  "  load  the 
vessel  at  going  rates,  no  other  terms,  damages  or  not."    The 
owner  of  the  vessel  replied  on  the  same  day  that  they,  the  char- 
terers, must  either  load  her  per  the  charter-party  or  pay  damages. 
Responsive  to  that  telegram,  the  plaintiff  answered  to  the  effect, 
that  they  would  load  the  vessel  for  that  voyage  '^  at  eight  dollars, 
measurement  or  weight,  difference  between  old  and  new,  charter 
open,  to  be  settled  by  the  courts,  or  arbitration,"  without  preju- 
dicing the  rights  of  the  other  party.    The  final  reply  of  the  de- 
fendants was  as  follows :  ^^  We  accept  your  proposition  ;  load 
vessel  as  per  despatch  of  this  date,"  which  closed  the  telegrapliic 
correspondence.     Pursuant  ta  that  arrangement  of  the  contro- 
versy, the  defendants  loaded  the  vessel,  and  she  duly  transported 
the  cargo,  and  made  right  delivery  of  the  same  at  the  port  of 
destination  and  discharge.     Prompt  payment  was  made  of  the 
Bum  mentioned  as  freight  in  the  telegraphic  correspondence  at 
Ihe  place,  and  within  the  time  originally  contracted.    The  pres- 
ent suit  is  for  Uie  difference  between  that  sum  and  that  stipu- 
lated in  the  charter-party,  which  it  was  agreed  might  be  settled 
\}j  arbitration  or  by  the  courts.     Unable  to  agree  and  unwilling 
to  refer,  the  parties  come  here,  and  it  is  evident  that  their  legal 
Tights  must  be  determined  under  the  charter-party,  as  the  facts 
urcre  when  the  master  reported  the  vessel  to  the  charterers, 
^hey  made  no  new  charter-party,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  contro- 
versy then  was  the  same  as  it  is  at  the  present  time.    The  ar- 
rangement was  made  that  the  vessel  should  be  loaded,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  the  voyage  should  not  prejudice  either  party,  that  is, 
tliat  their  rights  should  remain  unaffected  by  those  subsequent 
acts,  but  be  determined  just  as  they  would  be  if  the  defendants 
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had  refused  to  furnish  the  cargo  and  employed  another  vessel  for 
the  voyage.  In  that  view  the  defendants  are  clearly  liable,  unless 
they  can  show  that  the  master,  in  failing  to  report  the  vessel 
within  a  reasonable  time,  violated  some  condition  precedent  in 
the  charter-party,  or  that  the  delay  was  so  great  as  to  frustrate 
the  voyage. 

The  explanations  already  made  show  that  the  first  ground  of 
defence  fails,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  second  cannot  be 
sustained.  When  the  Star  of  Hope  was  reported  as  ready  to 
receive  cargo,  it  is  true  that  the  defendants  had  employed  and 
loaded  another  vessel  with  the  cargo  of  ice  intended  for  the 
plaintiff's  vessel,  but  on  the  arrival  of  the  latter  vessel  they 
changed  the  destination  of  the  former,  and  sent  her  to  another 
port,  in  fulfilment  of  another  contract,  which  they  had  with  the 
government.  But  the  evidence  that  the  voyage  was  not  frus- 
trated is,  that  it  was  fully  performed,  and  the  uncontradicted  tes- 
timony is,  that  the  cargo  was  duly  delivered  to  the  consignees  at. 
the  port  of  original  destination,  and  received  without  any  com- 
plaint. No  particular  notice  is  taken  of  the  causes  of  delay,  as  it 
is  agreed  that  they  arose  from  the  perils  of  the  seas,  and  not  from 
any  negligence  or  wilful  default  of  the  master  or  owners.  Suffice 
it  to  say  that  the  vessel  encountered  rough  weather  in  her  trip 
from  Boston  to  Farmingdale,  and  having  sprung  a  leak  before 
she  reached  Bath,  she  was  obliged  to  put  back  to  Portland  for 
repairs.  Competent  persons  were  called  to  determine  what  re- 
pairs were  necessary,  and  they  were  completed  with  reasonable 
despatch. 

Decree  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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It  it  a  general  principle  that  if  parties  have  contracted  to  sell  and  boy  a  speoiflo  article  of 
pcnooal  propertj,  of  which  weight,  price,  measare,  and  fitness  are  definitelj  prescribed, 
or  if  the  terms  of  the  contract  provide  suitable  means  bj  which  those  qualities,  or  cod- 
ditions  maj  be  ascertained,  and  the  articles  are  in  the  state,  for  which  the  parties  con- 
tracted, the  property  passes  to  hmIoh^  by  virtue  of  the  contract,  without  delivery. 

Wheie  the  terms  of  an  executory  contract  of  sale  are  agreed,  and  everything  the  seller  has 
to  do  is  complete,  the  buyer  is  entitled  to  the  goods  on  payment  or  tender  of  the  price, 
end  not  otherwise,  when  nothing  is  said  as  to  the  time  of  delivery  or  payment. 

If  the  goods  are  sold  on  credit,  and  the  contract  silent  as  to  time  of  delivery,  the  vendee  is 
entitled  to  immediate  possession,  and  the  right  of  property  vests  at  once  in  the  buyer, 
subject  to  the  vendor's  right  of  stoppage  m  tramsUUf  if  exercised  before  possession  by  the 
buyer. 

As  between  parties,  when  the  contract  is  complete,  the  property  vests  in  the  buyer;  as  to 
every  one  except  the  vender,  delivery  of  poe«ession  is  necessary  to  every  valid  convey- 
ance of  personal  property. 

Where  actual  delivery  is  impracticable  or  impossible,  symbolical  delivery  will  be  equiva- 
lent in  its  legal  effect 

^ere  words,  however,  in  case  of  the  impracticability  of  actual  delivery,  will  not  suffice  to 
constitute  delivery  and  acceptance  of  goods.  Added  to  'the  language  of  the  contract, 
there  must  be  some  act  of  the  parties  tantamount  to  a  transfer  and  acceptance,  as  where 
by  some  act  dominion  over  the  goods  is  relinquished  by  the  vendor,  and  they  are  put  in 
the  power  of  the  vendee. 

^  sgainst  subsequent  purchasers  or  judgment  creditors,  delivery  is  necessary,  but  where 
sctnal  manual  occupation  is  impossible,  Arom  the  character  or  situation  of  the  goods,  it 
cannot  be  admitted  that  no  legal  delivery  can  be  made. 

TlDder  such  circumstances  valid  sale  is  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  if  it  appear  that  the  title  becomes  absolute  in  the  buyer  dis- 
charged of  all  liens  of  the  vendor. 

The  right  of  stoppage  m  trangitu  attaches  to  goods  sold  on  credit,  where  nothing  is  agreed 
is  to  time  of  delivery.    Then  the  Tendee  is  immediately  entitled  to  the  property  and 
the  right  of  possession,  but  the  latter  is  not  absolute,  being  liable  to  be  defeated  if  he 
becomes  insolvent  before  he  obtains  absolute  control. 
Where  there  has  been  a  sale  by  the  consignee,  which  would,  independently  of  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  bUl  of  lading,  as  against  the  consignor,  give  title  to  the  vendee,  the  effect  of 
the  indorsement  would  be  to  take  away  the  right  of  stoppage  in  irautUu^  in  cases  where 
otherwise  it  would  exist. 
Ptrties  in  Philadelphia  consigned  a  cargo  of  coal  to  parties  residing  in  Boston,  to  be  dellT- 
«ed  St  Portland,  and  the  consignees  named  in  the  bill  of  lading  indorsed  and  delivered 
the  lame  to  the  defendants,  at  their  request,  at  a  certain  price  per  ton  for  the  coal,  with 
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the  right  in  the  plaintiffs  to  draw  for  the  amount  at  any  time.  Beld^  the  terms  of  the 
sale  were  absolute,  ae  also  was  the  indorsement  and  delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading,  and 
defeated  the  right  of  stoppage  in  trandtu,  as  against  the  purchaser. 

It  would  make  no  difference  in  this  case,  if  the  consignees  named  in  the  bill  of  lading  were 
only  agents  of  the  shippers  of  the  coal,  because  two  days  after  the  arrival  of  the  yessel, 
and  after  the  master  notified  the  defendants  that  he  was  ready  to  deliver,  the  plaintiff 
approved  the  sale,  and  insisted  that  defendants  were  bound  by  the  contract 

It  makes  no  difference  in  such  case  whether  the  consignee  be  the  buyer  of  the  goods  or  a 
factor.  His  transfer  is  equally  capable  of  divesting  the  property  of  the  owner,  and 
vesting  it  in  the  indorsee  of  the  bill  of  lading. 

¥^erd  there  is  no  actual  delivery,  a  sale  of  goods  may  be  valid  at  common  law,  and  the 
contract  be  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  ;  but  if  there  be  a  delivery,  though  symboUoal, 
sufficient  to  transfer  the  .property  even  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  seller  and  snbae- 
quent  purchasers,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  the  right  of  stoppage  in  (tYtnsifii,  there  need 
not  be  anything  more  than  would  be  sufficient  to  constitute  a  delivery,  and  to  change  the 
property  at  common  law. 

Mere  delivery  of  a  bill  of  lading  is  not  enough,  without  a  distinct  acceptance  of  the  same 
by  the  pmcliaser,  but  anything  which  was  intended  to  be  so,  and  received  aa  such, 
which  actually  puts  the  goods  within  the  reach  and  power  of  the  buyer;  and  among  the 
histances  of  such  delivery  cited  by  legal  writers,  is  that  of  the  indorsement  of  a  bill  of 
lading. 

This  case  is  wholly  different  from  that  of  the  holder  of  an  ordinary  order,  as  the  consignee 
of  a  bill  of  lading  has  such  a  property  that  he  can  assign  it  over,  and  acceptance  in  such 
a  case  is  acceptance  of  the  goods,  takes  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  and  vests  the  absolute  dominion  of  the  goods  in  the  buyer.  If  it  were  otherwise, 
still  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  judgment,  l)ecau9e  the  delivery  of  the 
bill  of  lading  and  the  bill  of  coal  were  made  at  the  date  of  the  contract,  and  the  defend- 
ants subsequently  offered  to  pay  the  plaintifft  a  certain  sum  per  ton  to  take  back  the 
goods,  and  release  them  from  the  contract,  after  which  the  defendants  still  retained  the 
bill  of  lading  and  the  bill  of  goods. 

Special  assumpsit,  together  with  the  common  counts  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered,  and  for  money  had  and  received. 

The  substantial  charge  of  the  special  counts  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  on  the  16th  of  March, 
1865,  bargained  and  sold  to  the  defendants  a  certain  quantity  of 
coal  called  Broad  Top  Coal,  being  the  cargo  of  the  brig  Russian, 
then  on  her  voyage  from  Philadelphia  to  Portland,  as  per  bill  of 
lading  of  the  80th  of  the  same  month,  amounting  to  289  tons, 
and  that  the  defendants  subsequently,  when  the  vessel  arrived 
with  the  coal  on  board,  refused  to  receive  it  and  pay  for  the 
same,  as  they  had  agreed  to  do. 

The  contract  price  of  the  coal  was  $  11.50  per  ton,  and  the 
freight  $6.50  per  ton. 

The  plea  was  the  general  issue,  but  the  parties,  after  tlie  evi- 
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dence  was  introduced  on  both  sides,  withdrew  the  case  from  the 
jury  by  consent,  and  submitted  the  same  to  the  court,  under  the 
act  of  Congress  in  such  case  made  and  provided.  Most  of  the 
material  facts  were  undisputed,  and  they  may  be  stated  in  a  very 
few  words. 

Plaintiff  was  a  merchant  doing  business  in  Boston,  and  the 
defendants  were  citizens  of  Maine  doing  business  in  Portland. 
Wanting  to  purchase  coal,  the  defendants,  on  the  16th  of  March, 
1865,  called  on  the  plaintiff  at  his  place  of  business,  and  in- 
quired if  he,  the  plaintiff,  had  any  soft  coal  on  the  way  from 
Philadelphia,  or,  if  not,  whether  he  would  not  ship  them  a 
cargo  of  such  coal ;  and  being  told  that  the  plaintiff  had  just 
received  a  bill  of  lading  for  a  shipment  of  such  a  cargo,  bound 
to  Portland,  the  defendants  inquired  if  it  was  for  sale,  and  if  so, 
at  what  price  the  plaintiff  would  sell  the  coal. ' 

The  price  asked  was  %  12  per  ton  for  the  coal,  and  the  freight 
was  $6.50  per  ton ;  but,  as  finally  agreed,  the  price  including 
freight  was  $18. 

Defendants  agreed  to  purchase  at  that  price,  and  the  consignees 
- —  named  in  the  bill  of  lading,  A.  C.  Morse  k  Co.  —  indorsed  and 
delivered  to  the  defendants  the  bill  of  lading,  which  was  intro- 
duced as  evidence  by  the  plaintiff.  The  bill  of  lading  bore  date 
on  the  18th  of  March,  1865,  and  appeared  to  have  been  duly  ex- 
ecuted at  Philadelphia  on  that  day  ;  and  the  bill  of  coal  given  by 
tte  plaintiff  bore  the  same  date,  but  the  proof  showed  that  it  was 
^written  and  delivered  at  Boston  at  the  time  the  bill  of  lading  was 
Indorsed  and  delivered  by  the  consignees,  and  that  it  was  a  part 
cf  that  transaction. 

Payment  was  to  be  made  in  cash,  and  the  plaintiff  proved  that 
lie  had  a  right  to  draw  for  the  amount  at  any  time. 

Freights  immediately  declined,  and  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff, 
one  of  the  consignees,  about  a  week  after  the  indorsement  and 
delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading,  being  in  Portland  where  the  defend- 
ants resided,  they  requested  him  to  sell  the  cargo  to  some  other 
party,  and  offered  to  give  him  one  dollar  per  ton  if  he  would 
take  the  coal  off  their  hands  ;  the  reason  assigned  for  the  request 
bj  the  defendants  was,  that  they  should  make  a  loss  if  they  took 
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the  coal,  but  the  ageut  of  the  plaintifif  declined  to  accept  the 
proposition. 

The  proofs  also  showed  that  the  vessel  arrived  at  Portland, 
March  29, 1865,  with  the  coal  on  board,  in  good  condition,  and 
that  the  master  notified  the  plaintiff  by  telegraph  of  her  arrival, 
and  that  the  defendants  refused  to  receive  the  coal.  On  the 
last  day  of  March,  one  of  the  defendants  called  at  the  plaintiff's 
place  of  business  and  informed  him,  or  one  of  the  consignees, 
that  the  vessel  had  arrived,  and  requested  him  to  come  to  Port- 
land and  take  care  of  the  coal  or  to  sell  it,  and  at  the  same  time 
stated  that  if  the  plaintiff  would  do  so,  they  would  bear  a  part 
of  the  loss,  and  that  they  would  make  up  the  residue  in  other 
purchases  of  him  in  the  course  of  the  year. 

The  plaintiff  refused  the  proposition,  and  the  defendants  in- 
formed him  that  they,  the  defendants,  would  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  coal.  The  response  of  the  plaintiff  to  that  sugges- 
tion was,  that  if  the  defendants  refused  to  receive  the  coal,  he 
would  sell  it  on  their  account,  and  charge  them  the  difference. 
He  also  wrote  them  to  that  effect  on  the  same  day,  in  conse- 
quence of  a  telegram  from  the  master  that  the  defendants  still  re- 
fused to  receive  the  coal.  Some  other  correspondence  between  the 
parties  was  also  introduced  in  evidence,  but  it  contained  nothing 
which  is  very  material.  The  letter  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ants, dated  March  81,  of  the  same  year,  showed  that  they  received 
the  telegram  from  the  master ;  and  a  telegram  from  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintiff,  dated  the  1st  of  April  following,  showed  that 
the  defendants  on  that  day  enclosed  to  the  plaintiff  the  bill  of 
lading  of  the  cargo,  and  the  bill  of  the  coal  which  they  received 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  made.  The  defendants  refused  to 
receive  the  coal,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  advertised  and  sold 
the  coal  at  public  auction. 

Davis  and  Drummond^  for  plaintiff. 

Rand  and  Randy  for  defendants. 

The  course  of  the  arguments  is  sufficiently  indicated  in  the 
opinion. 

Clifford,  J.  The  principal  defence  is,  that  the  contract  was 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  void.     The  contract  was  made 
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in  Massachusetts,  and  the  statute  tliere  provides  that  no  contract 
for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise  for  the  price  of  $  50 
or  more  shall  be  good  or  valid  until  the  purchaser  accepts  or  re- 
ceives part  of  the  goods  so  sold,  or  gives  something  in  earnest,  to 
bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  payment,  or  unless  some  note  or 
memorandum  in  writing  of  the  bargain  is  made  and  signed  by 
the  party  to  be  charged  thereby,  or  by  some  person  by  him  there- 
unto lawfully  authorized.     Oen.  Stat.  327. 

Where  the  statute  does  not  apply,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a 
well-settled  general  principle,  that  if  the  parties  have  agreed,  one 
to  buy  and  the  other  to  sell  specific  articles  of  personal  property, 
of  which  the  price,  weight,  measure,  and  requisite  fitness  are 
definitely  prescribed,  or  if  the  terms  of  the  contract  provide 
suitable  means  by  which  those  qualities  or  conditions  may  be  as- 
certained, and  the  articles  which  are  the  subject  of  the  negotiation 
are  in  the  State  for  which  the  parties  contracted,  the  property 
passes  eo  instanti^  by  virtue  of  the  contract  of  sale,  and  without 
delivery.  Repeated  decisions  have  affirmed  the  rule,  that  when 
the  terms  of  sale  are  agreed  between  the  parties,  and  everything 
the  seller  has  to  do  with  the  goods  is  complete,  the  contract  of 
sale  becomes  absolute,  as  between  the  parties,  without  actual  pay- 
ment of  the  price  or  delivery  of  the  articles,  and  the  property  and 
the  risk  of  accident  to  the  goods  vest  in  the  buyer,  subject  to 
certain  qualifications.  He  is  entitled  to  the  goods  on  payment 
or  tender  of  the  price,  and  not  otherwise,  when  nothing  is  said  at 
the  sale  as  to  the  time  of  delivery  or  the  time  of  payment.  But 
if  the  goods  are  sold  upon  credit,  and  the  terms  of  the  contract 
are  silent  as  to  the  time  of  delivery,  the  vendee  is  entitled  to  the 
immediate  possession,  and  the  right  of  property  vests  at  once  in 
the  buyer,  subject  to  the  seller^s  right  of  estoppage  in  transitu^  if 
exercised  before  the  former  actually  obtains  possession.  Leonard 
et  al  V.  DavU  et  al.j  1  Black,  483  ;  Tome  v.  DvhoU^  6  Wall. 
648 ;  2  Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.)  658 ;  Hinde  v.  Whitehouse,  7 
East,  571 ;  Somes  et  al.  v.  Orane^  2  Pick.  607  ;  De  Wolf  v.  Harrii, 
4  Mass.  515  ;  Orowenor  et  al.  v.  Phillips^  2  Hill,  147. 

Executory  contracts  only  are  the  subject  of  remark  on  the 
present  occasion,  as  it  is  clear  that  when  the  contract  has  been  in 
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fact  fully  performed,  the  rights,  duties,  and  obligations  of  the 
parties  resulting  from  such  performance  stand  unaffected  by  the 
statute.  Stone  v.  Dermiiony  18  Pick.  4 ;  Brown  on  Stat,  of  Frauds, 
§  116,  p.  118. 

Although  it  is  true,  as  between  the  parties,  that  the  property 
Tests  in  the  buyer  without  delivery,  when  the  bargain  is  com- 
plete, and  everything  is  done  by  the  seller  which  the  terms  of  the 
contract  prescribed,  yet  it  is  equally  true,  as  is  perfectly  well  es- 
tablished, that  as  against  every  one,  except  the  vendor,  a  deliv- 
ery of  possession  is  necessary  in  every  valid  conveyance  of  per- 
sonal property.  Lanfear  v.  Sumner^  17  Mass.  110 ;  Caldwell  ▼. 
Ball,  1  Term,  205. 

Actual  delivery,  however,  is  often  impracticable  from  the  cum- 
brous nature  of  the  article,  and  sometimes  impossible  on  account 
of  the  situation,  or  because  not  present,  as  in  the  case  of  goods 
or  ships  at  sea.  Symbolical  delivery  will  in  such  cases  be  suffi- 
cient, and  equivalent,  in  its  legal  effect,  to  actual  delivery  without 
the  actual  manual  occupation  by  the  purchasers.  Leonard  et  al. 
T.  Dane  et  aL,  1  Black,  482 ;  2  Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.)  671 ; 
Froetburg  M.  Company  v.  N.  E.  Glass  Company,  9  Cush.  118. 

Delivery  of  the  key  of  the  warehouse  in  which  goods  sold  are 
deposited,  or  transferring  them  on  the  books  of  the  warehouse- 
man or  wharfinger  to  the  name  of  the  buyer,  is  in  general  suffi- 
cient to  transfer  the  property,  under  the  terms  of  a  proper  con- 
tract to  that  effect.  Chaplin  v.  Rogers,  1  East,  194 ;  Dodsley  v. 
Varleg,  12  Ad.  A  Ell.  682. 

So  the  delivery  of  the  receipt  of  the  storekeeper  for  the  goods, 
being  the  documentary  evidence  of  the  title,  has  been  held  to  be 
a  constructive  delivery  of  the  goods.  Wilkes  et  al.  v.  PerriSj  5 
Johns.  885. 

Timber,  logs,  or  other  lumber  floating  in  the  water,  are  only 
in  the  constructive  possession  of  the  owner,  and  under  such  cir- 
cumstances only  a  symbolical  delivery  in  case  of  sale  is  all  that 
can  be  expected,  and  is  amply  sufficient  to  pass  the  title,  as  be- 
tween the  parties.  Ludttng  v.  FtdUr,  17  Me.  162 ;  Boynton  v. 
Veazie,  24  Me.  288 ;  Macomber  et  al.  v.  Parker,  18  Pick.  175. 

Mere  words,  however,  even  in  the  case  of  cumbrous  articles. 
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are  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  delivery  and  acceptance  of  goods, 
such  as  the  statute  requires.  Superadded  to  the  language  of  the 
contract^  there  must  be  some  act  of  the  parties  amounting  to  a 
transfer  of  the  possession,  and  an  acceptance  thereof  hy  the 
buyer,  as  where  the  seller  does  some  act  whereby  he  relinquishes 
dominion  over  the  property,  and  puts  it  in  the  power  of  the 
buyer.     Shindler  v.  Houston^  1  Gomst.  266. 

Examples  put  in  that  case  as  illustrations  are,  where  the  key 
of  the  warehouse  was  delivered  to  the  buyer,  and  where  the 
bailee  of  the  goods  was  directed  to  deliver  them  according  to  the 
contract.  Words  only  do  not  constitute  an  actual  or  symbolical 
delivery  wjthin  the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  ex- 
tent of  the  rule  as  there  laid  down  is,  that  there  must  be  some 
act  of  the  parties  superadded  to  the  language  of  the  contract, 
which  amounts  to  a  transfer  of  the  possession  of  the  goods  ;  but 
the  court  do  not  deny  tl|at  a  valid  delivery  may  bo  made  symbol- 
ically, in  cases  where  an  actual  delivery  is  impossible  or  impracti- 
cable. Undoubtedly  a  delivery  is  necessary  to  give  validity  to  a 
sale,  as  against  subsequent  purchasers  or  judgment  creditors ; 
but  it  cannot  be  admitted  that  in  cases  where  an  actual  manual 
occupation. of  the  articles  is  impossible,  as  in  case  of  goods  or 
ships  at  sea,  or  in  case  of  cumbrous  articles,  no  legal  delivery 
can  be  made.  Such  a  delivery  is  legal  and  sufficient  to  pass  the 
title,  when  made  in  the  usual  manner,  and  by  the  usual  symbol, 
fitted  to  prevent  fraud,  and  give  certainty  to  the  transaction. 
Valid  sale  of  personal  property,  as  against  subsequent  purchasers 
and  judgment  creditors,  is  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  if  it  appears  that  the  title 
becomes  absolute  in  the  buyer,  and  discharged  of  all  liens  on  the 
part  of  the  seller.  When  goods  are  sold  at  sea,  the  indorsement 
and  delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading  to  the  buyer,  and  the  accept- 
ance of  the  same  by  him  under  the  contract,  are  the  proper  aub- 
atitutes  for  an  actual  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  goods,  and 
have  the  effect  to  vest  a  perfect  title  in  the  buyer,  discharged  of 
all  right  of  stoppage  in  transUuy  on  the  part  of  the  seller  and 
indoraer  of  the  bill  of  lading.  Newnom  v.  Thornton^  6  East,  41 ; 
Pratt  V.  Parhman,  24  Pick.  42. 
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The  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  was  conceded  to  the  seller,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  injustice  which  would  take  place,  if  in  con- 
sequence of  the  vendee's  insolvency,  while  the  price  of  the  goods 
was  yet  unpaid,  they  were  to  be  seized  and  appropriated  in  satis- 
faction of  his  other  liabilities,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  his 
unpaid  vendor.  The  vendor's  right  in  respect  of  his  price  is  not 
a  mere  lien,  which  he  will  forfeit  if  he  parts  with  the  possession, 
but  grows  out  of  his  original  ownership  and  dominion.  Such  a 
right  attaches  to  goods  sold  on  credit,  where  nothing  is  agreed  on 
as  to  the  time  of  delivery.  In  that  state  of  the  case,  the  vendee 
is  immediately  entitled  to  the  possession,  and  the  property  and 
the  right  of  possession  vests  at  once  in  him ;  but  his  right  of  pos- 
session is  not  absolute,  because  it  is  liable  to  be  defeated,  if  he 
becomes  insolvent  before  he  obtains  the  absolute  control  of  the 
goods.  Bloxam  v.  Sanders^  4  6.  &  G.  948 ;  Tooke  v.  HoUinff- 
worthy  5  Term,  215. 

Goods  may  be  stopped  in  transitu  so  long  as  the  transit  con- 
tinues, whether  by  land  or  water,  from  the  consignor  to  the  con- 
signee, and  whether  they  are  in  the  hands  of  the  carrier,  ware- 
housekeeper,  wharfinger,  or  any  other  individual  connected  with 
the  transportation ;  but  the  right  of  stoppage  ceases  when  the 
goods  have  reached  the  place  of  destination,  and  have  come  to 
the  actual  or  constructive  possession  of  the  consignee.  Covell  v. 
Hitchcock,  23  Wend.  618;  MoUram  v.  Heyer,  1  Den.  487; 
Smith's  Mer.  Law,  683. 

Possession  actual  or  constructive  defeats  the  right  of  stoppage 
in  transitu,  and  the  bill  of  lading  becomes  functus  officio  as  soon 
as  the  goods  are  landed  and  warehoused  in  the  name  of  the 
holder,  as  he  then  becomes  possessed  of  the  goods  themselves  in 
the  eye  of  the  law,  and  derives  his  power,  not  from  the  bill  of 
lading,  but  from  such  possession.  Nothing  can  be  more  certain 
than  the  rule  that,  as  between  the  consignor  and  the  consignee 
on  the  one  side,  and  third  parties  on  the  other,  the  indorsement 
and  delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading  by  the  consignee  of  goods  at 
sea,  and  the  acceptance  of  the  same  by  the  buyer  under  a  con- 
tract, made  in  good  faith,  defeats  the  right  of 'stoppage  in 
transitu  by  the  consignor.    The  settled  rule  is,  that  in  such 
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cases,  where  there  has  been  a  sale  by  the  consignee  which  would 
give  a  title  to  the  vendee,  as  against  the  consignor  independently 
of  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading,  the  effect  of  the  indorse- 
ment would  be  to  take  away  that  right  even  in  cases  where  it 
would  otherwise  exist.  Chumey  v.  Behrend,  3  Ell.  &  Bl.  622 ; 
Permel  et  ah  v.  Alexander  et  aL,  8  Ell.  4  Bl.  282. 

Regarded  as  consignees,  therefore,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiflfs 

never  had  any  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu^  as  the  terms  of  the 

sale  were  absolute,  and  the  indorsement  and  delivery  of  the  bill 

of  lading  by  Morse  &  Co.  were  absolute  and  unconditional.    The 

suggestion,  may  be  made  that  Morse  &  Co.  were  only  agents  of  the 

plaintiffs,  and  that  the  latter  were  in  fact  the  shippers  and  owners 

of  the  coal.    Suppose  that  to  be  so,  and  suppose  that  they  are 

not  estopped  to  deny  that  the  bill  of  lading  expresses  their  true 

relation  to  the  goods,  still  it  can  make  no  difference  in  this  case, 

as  the  vessel  had  arrived,  and  the  master  had  notified  the  defend- 

^nts  that  he  was  ready  to  deliver  the  cargo,  and  the  plaintiffs, 

^^wo  days  after,  affirmed  the  sale,  and  insisted  that  the  defendants 

^^ere  bound  by  the  contract.    Rowley  et  al.  v.  Bigelow  et  aLy  12 

I^ick.  307  ;  Craven  et  al  v.  Byder,  6  Taunt.  433. 

Bad  faith  is  not  imputed  in  that  case,  and  the  Supreme  Court, 
Speaking  to  the  precise  point  under  consideration,  say  that,  by 
^lie  well-settled  principles  of  commercial  law,  the  consignee  in 
^he  bill  of  lading  is  constituted  the  authorized  agent  of  the 
owner,  whoever  he  may  be,  to  receive  the  goods,  and  by  his  in- 
dorsement of  the  bill  of  lading  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  for  a 
"waluable  consideration,  without  notice  of  any  adverse  interest, 
^he  latter  becomes,  as  against  all  the  world,  the  owner  of  the 
goods.    It  matters  not  whether  the  consignee  in  such  a  case  bo 
the  buyer  of  the  goods  or  the  factor  or  agent  of  the  owner.    His 
transfer  in  such  a  case  is  equally  capable  of  divesting  the  prop- 
erty of  the  owner  and  vesting  it  in  the  indorsee  of  the  bill 
of  lading.     Canard  v.  Atlantic  Insurance  Company y  1  Pet.  445. 

The  same  court  held  in  Gibson  v.  Stevens^  8  How.  399,  that 
where  personal  property  is,  from  its  character  or  situation  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  incapable  of  actual  delivery,  the  delivery  of  the 
bill  of  sale  or  other  muniments  of  title  is  sufficient  to  transfer 
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the  property  and  possession  to  the  vendee.  Transactions  of  that 
character,  say  the  court,  if  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  and  free 
from  all  suspicion  of  bad  faith,  have  the  effect  to  transfer  the 
legal  title  and  constructive  possession  of  the  property  to  the  pur- 
chaser ;  and  the  court  expressly  affirms  the  doctrine  that,  ships  at 
sea  may  be  transferred  to  a  purchaser  by  the  delivery  of  a  bill 
of  sale,  and  that  goods  at  sea  may  be  transferred  by  the  indorse* 
ment  and  delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading.  Taney,  C.  J.,  adds, 
that  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  refer  to  adjudged  cases  to  prove  a 
doctrine  so  familiar  in  the  courts.  Orove  v.  Brien  et  al.<,8  How. 
486. 

Actual  delivery  is  a  manual  transfer  of  the  commodity  sold  to 
the  vendee,  and  operates  to  transfer  the  title  in  all  cases,  unless 
it  be  made  upon  a  condition  which  prevents  such  a  consequence. 
So  a  delivery  to  a  common  carrier  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness, is  a  sufficient  delivery  to  the  vendee,  but  the  right  of  stop- 
page in  transitu  remains  in  the  vendor.  Stanton  et  al.  v.  Eager j 
16  Pick.  467. 

But  the  bona  fide  transferee,  for  value,  of  a  bill  of  lading  in- 
dorsed by  the  consignee  of  the  shipper,  takes  an  absolute  title  to  the 
goods,  free  from  the  equitable  right  of  the  unpaid  vendor  to  stop 
the  goods  in  transitu^  as  against  the  purchaser.  The  obvious 
reason  of  the  rule  is,  that  by  reason  of  such  a  transfer  of  the  bill 
of  lading  the  transitu  is  regarded  as  ended,  and  the  right  of  stop- 
page therefore  is  gone.  See  Story  on  Sales,  214,  244  ;  Dows  v. 
Cheene,  24  N.  Y.  641 ;  Dows  v.  Perrin,  16  N.  Y.  825  ;  Gumeif 
V.  Behrend,  8  Ell.  &  Bl.  622  -  637. 

The  views  of  Mr.  Brown  are,  that  in  order  to  work  an  accept- 
ance and  receipt  of  goods  purchased,  it  is  not  necessary  that  there 
should  be  an  actual  manual  possession  of  them  by  the  buyer, 
and  he  affirms  that  the  statute  requires  no  other  act  of  accept- 
ance and  receipt  than  such  as  are  consistent  with  the  nature, 
locality,  and  condition  of  the  goods.  The  substance  of  his  prop- 
osition is,  that  the  statute  will  be  satisfied  with  symbolical  ac- 
ceptance and  receipt  of  the  goods  when  the  case  admits  of  no 
other  delivery,  and  he  expressly  states  that,  in  case  of  a  ship  or 
cargo  at  sea,  the  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  bill  of  sale  or  the 
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bill  of  lading  will  suffice  to  perfect  the  transfer.  Browne  on 
Stat  of  Frauds,  818  ;  Badlam  v.  Tucker j  1  Pick.  889 ;  Gardner 
T.  Hawlandy  2  Pick.  699  ;  Brinley  v.  Spring ^  7  Greenl.  241. 

Acceptance  and  receipt  of  inaccessible  and  ponderous  or  bulky 
articles  may  be  legally  accomplished,  in  the  view  of  that  com- 
mentator, by  the  performance  of  any  act  which  shows  that  the 
seller  has  parted  with  the  right  and  claim  to  control  the  property, 
and  that  the  purchaser  has  acquired  that  right.  Boynton  v.  Veazie^ 
24  Me.  288  ;  BaUet/  y.  Offdeny  8  Johns.  420  ;  JEdan  v.  Ludfield,  1 
Ad.  &  Ell.  N.  s.  802. 

The  proposition  of  the  defendants  is,  where  manual  possession 
of  the  goods  is  not  taken  by  the  buyer,  there  must  be  something 
xnore  than  would  be  sufficient  to  constitute  a  delivery  and  to 
cshange  the  property  at  common  law ;  and  if  by  that  it  is  only 
sneant  that  a  sale  may  be  valid  at  common  law,  as  between  the 
X)tulies,  and  the  contract  still  be  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
Xhe  proposition  may  well  be  admitted.     Subject  to  that  qualifica- 
"Cion,  the  proposition  is  doubtless  correct  in  cases  where  there  is 
^0  actual  delivery  ;  but  if  the  proposition  is  understood  to  include 
sales  by  parol  contract  where  there  is  a  delivery,  though  symbol- 
ical, yet  sufficient  to  transfer  the  property,  not  only  as  between 
the  parties,  but  against  the  creditors  of  the  seller  and  subsequent 
purchasers,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  the  right  of  stoppage  m 
transitu,  then  the  correctness  of  the  proposition  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted.    Possession  as  matter  of  law  is  not  in  abeyance ;  it  is 
somewhere,  and  if  not  in  the  seller,  it  must,  in  contemplation  of 
law,  be  in  the  buyer,  and  if  so,  it  is  clear  that  the  case  is  not 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     Recent  English  decisions,  it  is 
contended  by  the  defendants,  assert  a  different  doctrine,  but  the 
cases  cited,  upon  careful  scrutiny,  do  not  appear  to  support  any 
such  conclusion.    Take,  for  example,  the  case  of  Meredith  v. 
Height  2  Ell.  ic  Bl.  865,  which  is  the  first  of  the  cases  referred 
to  as  maintaining  the  proposition.     The  statement  of  the  case 
shows  that  the  defendants,  at  Handley,  on  the  12th  of  April, 
1850,  verbally  ordered  from  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  a  cargo  of 
c\una-stone  clay,  requesting  the  agent  to  send  it  by  sea,  consigned 
to  certain  public  carriers  at  Liverpool,  for  the  defendants,  and  to 
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be  insured  by  the  plaintiff  on  their  account.  Plaintiffs  resided 
at  Cornwall,  and  the  ordinary  mode  of  transportation  was  by  sea 
to  the  Mersey,  and  thence  by  inland  navigation.  Both  praties 
knew  that  the  company  named  as  carriers  were  engaged  in 
transporting  goods  from  the  Mersey  to  the  defendants'  place  of 
business.  Pursuant  to  the  order,  the  cargo  was  sent  by  a  vessel 
selected  by  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  18th  of  April  an  unsigned 
copy  of  the  bill  of  lading  was  forwarded  to  the  inland  carriers, 
with  directions  that  when  they  received  the  bill  of  lading  they 
should  forward  the  cargo. 

The  shipment  was  completed  the  22d  of  April,  and  the  bill  of 
lading,  duly  signed,  was  sent  as  directed  in  the  order.  On  that 
day  the  vessel  sailed,  and  on  the  26th  of  the  same  month  she 
was  lost.  Notice  of  shipment  was  given  to  the  defendants,  but 
they  remained  silent,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  they  ever 
saw  the  bill  of  lading.  Heldj  that  a  delivery  to  the  master  of 
the  vessel  selected  by  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  delivery  to  the  de- 
fendants ;  and  that  the  silence  of  the  defendants  did  not  alter 
their  situation,  as  there  was  nothing  in  the  circumstances  which 
required  them  to  take  any  action  in  the  premises.  Some  of  the 
judges  thought  that  the  case  might  have  been  different  if  the  bill 
of  lading  had  been  received  by  the  defendants  themselves,  and 
especially  if  they  had  dealt  with  it,  or  had  in  any  respect  acted 
as  the  owners  of  the  goods.  Erie,  J.,  said :  ^^  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  bill  of  lading,  which  is  the  symbol  of  property,  may  be 
so  received  and  dealt  with  as  to  be  equivalent  to  an  actual  re- 
ceipt of  the  property  itself ;  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in 
the  case  of  Currie  v.  Anderson^  2  E.  &  E.  593,  subsequently  so 
held,  although  the  bill  of  lading  was  made  out  in  the  name  of 
the  plaintiffs.  Adjudged  cases  may  be  found  which  seem  to 
imply  that  there  cannot  be  such  an  acceptance  and  receipt  of  ilie 
goods  by  the  buyer  as  will  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  unless  he  has  examined  the  goods,  or  done  something  to 
preclude  him  from  contending  that  they  do  not  correspond  with 
the  contract,  but  the  converse  of  that  proposition  is  now  well- 
settled  law.  Morton  v.  Tibbet,  15  Ad.  &  Ell.  N.  s.  428  ;  Parker 
V.  Wallis  et  al,  87  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  26 ;  FiUhugh  v.  TFtZ/tamt,  5 
Seld.  565. 
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The  next  case  cited  by  tlie  defendants  is  that  of  BiU  v.  Ba- 
mentj  9  Mees.  is  W.  86,  which  is  a  case  where  the  sale  was  for 
readj  ihonej,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  deliver 
until  the  payment  of  the  price ;  and  inasmuch  as  there  had  been 
no  delivery,  the  court  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Reference  is  also  made  to  the  case  of  Norman  v.  Phillips^  14 
Mees.  &  W.  278,  which  was  a  verbal  order  for  timber,  directing 
it  to  be  sent  to  a  railway  station,  and  forwarded  to  a  described 
place,  as  had  been  the  practice  between  the  parties  in  previous 
dealings.    The  timber  was  sent,  and  arrived  at  the  place  of  des- 
tination, but  the  defendant,  when  notified  of  its  arrival,  refused 
'to  take  it.    When  it  arrived  it  was  unaccompanied  by  any  in- 
voice, but  one  was  sent  in  a  few  days,  which  was  received  by  the 
defendant,  and  he  kept  it  for  a  period  exceeding  a  month,  and 
then  informed  the  plaintiff  that  he  declined  taking  the  timber. 
The  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiff.     A  rule  to  set  it  aside,  and  enter 
m  nonsuit  was  granted,  which  was  mad^  absolute,  as  the  evidence 
was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict.     Reliance  is  also  placed 
upon  the  case  of  Farina  v.  HomSy  16  Mees.  &  W.  119,  although  its 
application  is  not  apparent.     Plaintiff  shipped  goods  upon  the 
verbal  order  of  the  defendant  to  his  own  agent,  who  stored  them, 
and  indorsed  the  warehouseman's  receipt  to  the  defendant,  who 
kept  it  for  some  months,  but  denied  that  he  had  ordered  the 
goods,  and  refused  to  pay  the  charges  on  them.    Held^  that  there 
was  no  delivery,  the  warehouseman's  possession  being  considered 
to  be  that  of  the  consignee,  notwithstanding  the  indorsement  of 
the  receipt,  until  the  warehouseman  attorned  to  the  vendee. 

Comment  need  iiot  be  made  upon  adjudged  cases  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  goods  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor,  as 
it  b  evident  that  they  do  not  support  the  proposition  of  the  de- 
fendants in  this  case.  Castle  et  al.  v.  Swarder^  5  Hurls.  &  Nor.  281. 
Certain  other  cases  are  also  referred  to,  which  decide  that  a  deliv- 
ery of  goods  ordered  to  a  carrier,  without  more,  is  not  such  a  deliv- 
ery to  the  buyer  as  will  take  the  contract  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  which  is  doubtless  correct,  as  in  that  state  of 
the  case  there  is  no  acceptance  of  the  gqods,  actual  or  symbolical. 
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and  they  are  still  subject  to  the  right  of  stoppage  in  tranntu  by 
the  seller,  and  every  objection  as  to  quality  or  quantity  by  the 
buyer.  Coombs  y.  B.  ^  E.  Railroad  Company y  8  Hurl^.  &  Nor. 
510 ;  Outwater  v.  DodgSj  6  Wend.  400 ;  Edward  y.  Borden^  IS 
Allen,  800. 

Decided  cases,  where  it  appears  not  only  that  the  defeadant 
did  not  accept  the  goods  sent  under  an  order,  but  that  he  refused 
to  do  so,  need  no  comment ;  and  if  it  appears  that  he  merely 
examined  the  goods  to  ascertain  their  quality  or  quantity,  it  can- 
not make  any  difference,  as  in  such  case  there  is  no  evidence  of 
acceptance.    Kent  v.  Hurhhington^  8  6.  &  P.  232. 

When  goods  are  in  custody  of  a  third  person,  an  order  for  de- 
livery with  notice  to  that  person  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  property, 
even  as  against  the  attaching  creditors  of  the  vendor.  Tuxwor(h 
v.  Moorej  9  Pick.  347  ;  Carter  v.  Willardy  19  Pick.  1 ;  Burge  v. 
Coney  6  Allen,  412  ;  Boardman  v.  Spooner  et  ah.j  18  Allen,  357  ; 
Whitaker  v.  Sumner,  20  Pick.  405. 

Assent  by  the  party,  however,  in  whose  custody  the  goods  are, 
it  is  said,  is  necessary  to  constitute  acceptance  and  receipt  under 
the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  but  if  the  parties  agree  that  he  shall,  as 
between  them,  be  considered  the  bailee  of  the  buyer,  it  is  not  per- 
ceived how  the  acts  of  the  bailee  can  defeat  the  sale.  BentcUl  el  al. 
v.  Bum,  8  B.  A  C.  428  ;  Farina  v.  Home,  16  Mees.  &  W.  119. 

Text-writers  agree  that  a  mere  delivery  of  a  bill  of  lading  is 
not  enough  without  a  distinct  acceptance  of  the  same  by  the 
purchaser ;  but  anything  amounts  to  a  delivery  and  acceptance, 
says  Parsons,  which  was  intended  to  be  so,  and  received  as 
such,  and  which  actually  put  the  goods  within  the  reach  and 
power  of  the  buyer ;  and,  among  the  cases  enumerated  by  the 
author,  where  symbolical  delivery  is  sufficient,  is  that  of  the  in- 
dorsement and  delivery  of  a  bill  of  lading.  Pars.  Mer.  Law,  75. 
Most  recent  text-writers  in  England  also  maintain  the  same 
views,  and  there  is  no  decision  to  the  contrary.  McLachl.  on 
Ship.  841 ;  M.  &  P.  on  Ship.  148 ;  Chitty  on  C.  4  M.  403 ; 
Liekbarrow  v.  Mason,  6  East,  20. 

The  argument  of  the  defendants  is,  that  there  is  no  difference 
between  the  case  at  bar  and  an  ordinary  order;  but  it  is  not  pes- 
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sible  to  adopt  that  suggestion,  as  a  different  rule  prevailed  for  a 
century  before  the  Revolution.  "The  consignee  of  a  bill  of 
lading,'*  said  Holt,  C.  J.,  '*  has  such  a  property  that  he  may  assign 
it  over."     Uvans  v.  Marietta  1  Ld.  Raym.  271. 

If  the  goods  are  bona  fide  sold  by  the  factor  at  sea  (as  they 
may  be,  where  no  delivery  can  be  made),  the  sale,  said  Lord 
Mansfield,  will  be  good,  and  the  vendee  shall  hold  them  by  vir- 
tue of  the  bill  of  sale,  though  no  actual  possession  is  delivered. 
Wright  et  al.  v.  Campbell  et  al.jA  Burr.  2046  ;  Davis  et  al.  v.  Brad- 
Uy  et  aly  28  Vt.  121. 

Indorsement  and  delivery  of  a  bill  of  lading  passes  no  title  if 
the  instrument  was  stolen,  or  if  the  consignor  was  not  the  owner 
of  the  goods  ;  but  if  the  assignment  was  bona  fide  at  the  transfer, 
delivery  and  acceptance  of  this  symbol  will  transfer  everything 
which  it  represents.    New9om  et  al.  v.  Thornton  et  al.y  6  East,  19. 

Acceptance  in  such  a  case  is  the  acceptance  of  the  goods,  and 
has  the  effect  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  and  vests  the  absolute  dominion  of  the  goods  in  the 
buyer,  and  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  ceases  from  that 
moment.     Bows  v.  Cheene^  24  N.  Y.  642. 

Even  suppose  it  were  otherwise,  still  the  plaintiff  would  be  en- 
titled to  judgment  in  this  case,  in  view  of  the  special  circum- 
stances set  forth  in  the  statement.  Delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
together  with  the  bill  of  the  coal,  was  made  at  the  date  of  the 
contract.  The  subsequent  conduct  of  the  defendants  clearly 
shows  that  they  regarded  the  transfer  of  the  property  as  com- 
plete, as  they  offered  to  pay  the  plaintiff  one  dollar  per  ton  to 
take  it  back,  and  release  them  from  the  contract.  Although  the 
plaintiff  refused  to  do  as  requested,  still  the  defendants  retained 
the  bill  of  lading  and  the  bill  of  parcels,  without  any  intimation 
that  they  should  not  receive  the  cargo.  They  substantially  re- 
peated the  request  after  the  vessel  arrived,  and  the  same  being 
again  refused,  they  still  retained  the  instruments  of  title,  until 
the  Ist  of  April,  when  they  were  returned  as  described  in  the 
statement.  Due  notice  was  given  of  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the 
cargo,  and  it  was  properly  sold,  as  is  required  in  such  cases. 

Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

VOL.  UI.  8 
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Where  goods  were  sold,  and  the  contract  and  account  of  sale  and  delivery  completed  in  a 
State  where  a  sale  of  that  description  of  merchandise  was  prohibited  by  statute,  the 
vendor  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  contract  price,  although  he  holds  a  license  for  the 
sale  of  such  goods  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Act  of  the  United  States,  and  although 
the  internal- revenue  tax  upon  such  goods  had  also  been  piid. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.    Pacts  agreed. 

Plaintiffs  were  citizens  of  Massachusetts,  and  the  defendant  a 
citizen  of  New  Hampshire. 

The  agreed  statement  showed  that  the  amount  claimed  was  for 
liquors  sold,  which  were  not  imported.  They  were  sold  by  the 
plaintiffs  -at  their  store  in  Boston,  in  December,  1863,  and  by 
them  delivered  to  the  defendant  at  the  depot  of  the  Boston  and 
Maine  Railroad  in  that  city.  At  the  time  of  the  sale  the  plain- 
tiffs were  licensed  as  wholesale  and  retail  dealers  in  liquors, 
under  the  internal-revenue  law  of  the  United  States,  and  said 
liquors  had  paid  an  internal-revenue  tax  prior  to  the  sale. 
Although  licensed  under  the  internal-revenue  law  of  the  United 
States,  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  had  no  license  to 
sell  the  liquor,  under  the  law  of  the  State.  Sections  twenty-eight, 
thirty,  and  sixty-one  of  chapter  eighty-six  of  the  General  Stat- 
utes of  Massachusetts  were  made  a  part  of  the  case. 

Hackett  and  Smithy  for  plaintiffs,  cited  Sartwell  v.  HugheSj  1 
Cur.  244 ;  Holman  v.  Johiuon^  Cowp.  841 ;  Hodgson  v.  Temphy 
5  Taunt.  181  ;  Langton  v.  Hughes^  1  M.  &  S.  693 ;  Cope  v.  Row- 
lands,  2  M.  &  W.  149 ;  Cannan  v.  Bryce^  3  B.  &  Al.  179 ;  Harru 
V.  Runnelsy  12  How.  79. 

Tliis  action  is  not  founded  upon  any  cause  of  action  enumer- 
ated ill  the  Massachusetts  General  Statutes,  section  sixty-one. 
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upon  which  it  is  there  provided  no  action  shall  be  maintained. 
This  provision  is  not  only  to  be  construed  strictly,  but  by  impli- 
cation any  instrument  or  contract  not  enumerated  therein  may 
be  a  good  cause  of  action. 

I.  A.  JSastmanj  for  defendant. 

The  statute  of  Massachusetts,  sections  twenty-eight  to  thirty, 
which  make  a  part  of  this  case,  impose  a  penalty  for  the  sale  of 
liquors.  Such  penalty  implies  a  prohibition  of  the  act  of  sale, 
and  the  price  cannot  be  recovered.  Lewis  v.  Welch^  14  N.  H. 
29-t ;   Carlton  v.  Bailey^  27  N.  H.  230. 

Section  sixty-one,  Massachusetts  General  Statutes,  prohibits 
recovery.  The  fact  that  the  liquors  had  paid  a  revenue  tax  does 
not  impair  the  force  of  the  Massachusetts  statute,  for  the  Internal 
Revenue  Act  expressly  provides  that  the  laws  of  the  States  in 
regard  to  such  sales  shall  not  be  affected  by  the  Revenue  Act. 

Clifford,  J.  The  substantial  finding  of  the  case  is,  that  the 
liquors  were  sold  at  the  store  of  the  plaintiffs  in  Boston,  and  were 
by  them  delivered  to  the  defendant  at  the  depot  of  the  railroad 
named  in  that  city,  so  that  it  clearly  appears  that  the  contract 
was  made  and  the  sale  completed  in  the  State  where  the  plaintiffs 
reside.  Actual  delivery  of  the  liquors  to  the  defendant  at  that 
place  must  be  understood  as  found  by  the  statement  of  facts. 
Such  is  the  clear  import  of  the  statement ;  but  if  it  be  considered 
as  a  delivery  to  a  carrier  for  the  defendant,  it  was  equally  valid, 
as  between  the  parties,  and  the  same  conclusion  must  follow. 
Orcutt  V.  Nelson^  1  Gray,  542. 

''  Delivery  to  a  common  carrier,"  says  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  that  case, 
"  completes  the  contract  of  sale,  vests  the  property  in  the  vendee, 
and  consequently  the  goods,  during  the  transit,  are  at  the  risk  of 
the  Tendee."  Section  twenty-eight  prohibits  the  manufacture 
for  sale,  and  the  selling  of  spirituous  and  intoxicating  liquors,  or 
any  mixed  liquor,  part  of  which  is  spirituous  or  intoxicating, 
unless  the  party  doing  any  of  those  acts  is  authorized,  as  pro- 
vided in  that  chapter,  p.  442.  The  penalty  prescribed  by  the 
thirtieth  section  of  the  act  is  ten  dollars,  and  imprisonment  in 
the  house  of  correction  not  less  than  twenty  nor  more  than 
thirty  days  for  the  first  offence,  which  is  increased  for  subsequent 
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violations.  All  payments  or  compensations  for  spirituous  or  in- 
toxicating liquors  sold  in  violation  of  law,  whether  in  money, 
labor,  or  personal  property,  are  declared  by  the  sixty-first  section 
to  have  been  received  without  consideration,  and  against  equity, 
law,  and  good  conscience.  Page  448.  These  several  sections  are, 
by  the  agreed  statement,  made  a  part  of  the  case.  The  settled  law 
in  Massachusetts  is,  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  to  enforce 
an  executory  contract  for  the  price  of  liquors  sold  and  delivered. 
Adjudged  cases  to  that  effect,  in  the  reported  decisions  of  the 
highest  court  of  that  State,  are  quite  numerous. 

Consignors  of  spirituous  liquors,  it  is  held,  cannot  maintain  an 
action  against  their  consignees,  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement 
to  render  an  account  of  sales,  pay  the  value  of  the  liquors  sold, 
and  return  the  residue.     Kinff  v.  McEvoy^  4  Allen,  110. 

The  express  rule  also,  as  laid  down  by  that  court  is,  that  no 
action  lies  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  spirituous  liquors  sold  in 
violation  of  law,  by  one  to  whom  they  had  been  intrusted,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  sold  by  the  owner.  Justification  for  such  a  prin- 
ciple, which  refuses  damages  for  a  breach  of  trust,  can  only  be 
found  in  some  positive  rule  of  law,  denying  any  power  in  the 
court  to  grant  relief.     Galligan  v.  Fannany  7  Allen,  255. 

Damages  cannot  be  recovered  for  a  breach  of  warranty  in  the 
sale  of  a  horse,  where  it  appears  that  the  price  of  the  horse  is  to 
be  paid  in  liquors,  which  the  purchaser  cannot  legally  sell.  How- 
ard V.  HarriSy  8  Allen,  297  ;  Baker  v.  Collins,  9  Allen,  253. 

Taken  together,  it  would  seem  that  these  decisions  are  suffi- 
cient to  show  what  the  rule  upon  the  subject  is ;  but  the  highest 
court  of  that  State  has  formally  decided  that  no  action  will  He 
against  a  surety  upon  a  promissory  note,  given  in  part  for  the  price 
of  cider  sold  for  a  beverage,  within  that  State.  Nourse  v.  Popey 
13  Allen,  87. 

Neither  authority  nor  argument  is  necessary  to  show  that  these 
decisions  of  the  State  court  furnish  the  rule  of  decision  in  this 
case,  as  the  proposition  is  universally  acknowledged.  Such  is  the 
rule  upon  general  principles,  but  it  is  expressly  made  so  by  the 
thirty-fourth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act.     1  Stat,  at  Large,  92. 

Payment  of  a  license  fee  or  tax,  or  both,  to  the  United  States, 
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nnder  the  intemal-revenue  laws  passed  by  Congress,  does  not 
authorize  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  in  violation  of  the  laws 
of  a  State.     Commonwealth  v.  Sblbrookj  10  Allen,  200. 

Discussion  of  that  question,  however,  is  now  unnecessary,  as 
it  is  now  authoritatively  settled  by  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court.    Pervear  v.  Commonwealth^  6  Wall.  475. 
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Hiram  V.  Lane,  Libellant  and  Appellee,  v.  The  Schooner  A. 

Denike,  John  E.  Jones,  Claimant. 

• 

A  Kboooer  in  the  eyeniog,  close  hauled,  on  the  port  tack,  wta  heading  north  by  west,  with 
tbe  wind  weet-northwest    A  brig  on  the  atarboard  tack,  with  the  wind  at  least  two 
points  firee,  was  heading  south  by  west  half  west  Both  vessels  were  in  a  sea- worthy  con- 
dition in  all  respects,  and  had  sufficient  lights,  and  both  vessels  had  lookouts.  The  speed 
of  the  schooner  was  five  or  six  knots,  and  that  of  the  brig  four  or  four  and  one  half. 
When  the  vessels  were  at  least  one  hundred  and  fifty  yards  apart,  the  brig  ported  her 
belm.    Inevitable  accident  was  not  set  up,  and  it  was  Ktld  not  to  be  a  case  coming 
vitbin  the  eleventh  saiUng  rule. 
TIm  pilot  on  the  schooner  was  notified  by  the  lookout  that  there  was  a  light  ahead,  upon 
which  he  went  forward  and  looked  at  it  for  several  minutes,  and  then  went  ait.    It  was 
not  pretended  that  the  approaching  vessel  would  have  passed  to  leeward  by  more  than 
her  length.    Htld^  that  he  was  negligent  in  not  continuing  to  watch  the  approaching 
TeiseL 
It  ii  not  an  excuse  for  the  pilot  of  the  schooner  that  he  had  a  right  to  keep  his  course, 

under  the  rules  of  navigation. 
Hothing  in  the  rules  of  navigation  can  exonerate  from  the  consequences  of  neglect  of  pre- 
cantions  such  as  are  required  by  the  ordinary  practice  of  seamen,  or  the  special  circnm- 
itencss  of  a  case. 

Apizty  who  ne^igently  casts  himself  upon  an  obstruction  is  not  entitled  to  damages,  and 
tfaspsrty  who  inflicts  an  injury  cannot  be  allowed  to  defend  himself  upon  the  grotmd 
^  the  injured  party  committed  the  first  error,  if  the  person  so  committing  the  act 
oniing  the  damage  hiid  reasonable  notice  of  the  error  of  the  other,  and  means  and  ade- 
<iute  opportunity  to  have  avoided  the  disaster. 
"^be  lookont  on  the  schooner  in  this  case  had  informed  the  pilot  of  the  light  ahead,  saw 
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the  brig  both  before  and  when  her  helm  was  ported,  and  she  attempted  to  cross  the 
'   schooner's  conrse.    Instead  of  going  aft,  the  pilot  should  have  obserred  the  necessity  for 
precaution,  and  also  watched  the  approaching  yessel  longer,  in  order  to  haye  obtained 
the  same  knowledge  as  the  lookout.    He  could  then  have  ported  the  schooner's  helm  in 
season  to  have  avoided  the  collision. 
Vigilance  is  required  from  those  having  the  conduct  of  both  vessels,  when  the  circum- 
stances of  their  approach  require  caution. 
In  this  case  it  was  held  that  there  was  negligence  on  both  sides,  and  that  the  damages 
should  be  divided. 

Admiralty  appeal.  The  cause  of  action  was  a  collision  on 
the  high  seas,  and  the  defence  was,  that  the  disaster  was  occa- 
sioned bj  the  mismanagement  and  negligence  of  those  in  charge 
of  the  libellaut's  vessel.  The  respondent  filed  a  cross-libel. 
Most  of  the  material  allegations  in  the  libel  were  denied  in  the 
answer,  and  the  testimony  in  respect  to  the  circumstances  at- 
tending the  collision  was  very  conflicting.  Libellant's  vessel, 
the  brig  Clara  P.  Webster,  was  bound  on  a  voyage  from  Rock- 
land, in  the  State  of  Maine,  to  Philadelphia,  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  with  a  full  cargo  of  granite.  The  voyage  of  the 
respondent's  vessel,  the  schooner  A.  Denike,  was  from  Baltimore 
to  Boston,  and  she  was  laden  with  a  cargo  of  coal.  Pursuing 
their  respective  voyages,  the  vessels  came  into  collision,  on  the 
18th  of  August,  1866,  off  Nausett  Light,  Cape  Cod,  about  half 
past  three  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  the  brig  with  her  cargo 
on  board  was  sunk,  and  both  vessel  and  cargo  were  lost.  Injury 
was  also  received  by  the  schooner,  but  the  master,  at  the  time  he 
gave  his  deposition,  was  not  able  to  estimate  the  cost  of  repairs. 
In  the  District  Court,  a  decree  was  entered  for  the  libellant,  in 
the  sum  of  $12,000  damages  and  costs  of  suit,  and  the  claimant 
appealed  to  this  court. 

F.  C,  Lorinff  2ind  S.  SnoWy  for  libellant. 

John  C.  DodgCy  for  claimant. 

Clifford,  J.  The  theory  of  the  libellant  is  that  the  two  vessels 
were  approaching  each  other  from  opposite  directions,  and  that 
the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  failure  of  the  schooner  to 
observe  the  eleventh  sailing  rule  prescribed  by  Congress,  which 
provides  that  if  two  sailing  ships  are  meeting  end  on,  or  nearly 
end  on,  so  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision,  the  helms  of  both  shall 
be  put  to  port  so  that  each  may  pass  on  the  port  side  of  the 
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Other.     18  Stat,  at  Large,  60.     The  views  of  the  respondent  are 
widely  dififerent,  as  he  insists  that  the  eleventh  sailing  rule  has 
no  application  to  the  case  whatever.     On  the  contrary,  he  con- 
tends that  the  disaster  was  occasioned  solely  by  the  unskilful  and 
improper  management  of  those  in  charge  of  the  brig  in  porting 
Iier  helm  when  there  was  no  risk  of  collision,  and  when  if  both 
vessels  had  kept  their  course  they  would  have  passed  each  other 
"without  coming  in  contact  and  in  perfect  safety.     He  denies  that 
't.he  eleventh  sailing  rule  has  any  application  to  the  case,  for  two 
x^asons,  which  if  correct  in  point  of  fact  would  show  that  the 
Xibellant  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  allowed  in  the  de- 
cjree  of  the  District  Court :  first,  because  the  two  vessels  were 
caressing  within  the  meaning  of  the  twelfth  sailing  rule,  instead 
of  meeting  end  on,  or  nearly  end  on,  as  is  supposed   by  the 
libellant ;  second,  because  the  schooner,  when  she  was  first  seen 
T)y  those  in  charge  of  the  brig,  was  so  far  to  the  windward  of  the 
l)rig,  that  if  neither  had  changed  their  course  the  latter  would 
have  passed  to  the  leeward  of  the  schooner  without  risk  of  col- 
lision.   The  exceptional  clause  in  the  twelfth  rule  provides  in 
effect  that  when  two  sailing  ships  are  crossing  so  as  to  involve  risk 
of  collision,  and  they  have  the  wind  on  different  sides,  if  the  ship 
with  the  wind  on  the  port  side  is  close  hauled  and  the  other  ship 
is  free,  then  the  latter  shall  keep  out  of  the  way.     The  argument 
for  the  respondent  is  that  the  case  is  controlled  by  that  clause  of 
the  twelfth  rule  which  is  controverted  by  the  libellant,  chiefly  on 
two  grounds :  first,  he  insists  that  the  two  vessels  were  meeting 
nearly  end  on,  and  not  crossing,  as  the  case  must  be  to  fall 
within  that  rule ;  and,  second,  he  denies  that  the  brig  had  the 
wind  free,  as  assumed  by  the  respondent.     Disputed  matters  of 
fact,  therefore,  are  involved  in  every  issue  between  the  parties, 
which  depend  in  a  great  measure  upon  the  conflicting  statements 
of  witnesses.     Absolute  certainty  being  unattainable  in  such  a 
case,  the  statement  of  conclusions  is  all  that  is  of  any  impor- 
tance to  the  parties.     Analyzed  with  care,  the  testimony,  in  the 
view  of  the  court,  proves  that  the  following  were  the  material 
circumstances  which  attended  the  collision,  in  addition  to  those 
already  given  in  the  preliminary  statement  of  the  case  :  the  un- 
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doubted  fact  is  that  it  was  good  weather  and  not  very  dark,  as 
the  witnesses  on  both  sides  agree  that  it  was  starlight.  Libellant 
testifies  that  the  wind  was  west  by  north,  but  the  better  opinion 
is  that  it  was  west-northwest,  as  it  appears  that  the  schooner  was 
heading  north  by  west,  and  it  is  fully  proved  that  she  was  close 
hauled,  and  that  she  would  lay  within  five  points  of  the  wind. 
Statement  of  the  libellant  is  that  the  brig  was  heading  south  by 
west  half  west,  so  that  if  the  wind  was  west-northwest,  she  was 
off  eight  and  a  half  points.  Full  proof  is  exhibited  that  the 
brig  was  in  good  condition,  well  manned,  and  that  she  had  good 
lights.  The  sea- worthy  condition  of  the  schooner  is  also  conceded, 
and  it  is  not  disputed  that  she  was  well  manned,  but  it  is  stren- 
uously contended  that  she  had  no  lights  burning  at  the  time  of 
the  collision.  Regarding  the  point  as  one  of  importance,  it  has 
been  carefully  examined,  and  it  appears  to  the  court  that  the 
schooner  had  suitable  lights,  which  might  have  been  seen  by 
those  in  charge  of  the  other  vessel.  Both  vessels  had  lookouts, 
and  the  lookout  of  the  schooner  testifies  that  he  saw  the  lights  of 
the  brig  when  they  were  a  mile  and  a  half  distant,  and  seven 
minutes  before  the  vessels  came  together.  His  statement  also  is, 
that  when  he  first  saw  the  light  he  reported  it  to  the  pilot,  and 
they  both  state  that  they  saw  the  light  two  points  over  the  lee 
bow  of  the  schooner.  Other  witnesses  confirm  that  statement,  and 
it  appears  to  be  correct.  The  testimony  of  the  master  of  the  brig 
also  is,  that  he  first  saw  the  light  of  the  schooner  one  point  over 
the  lee  bow  of  his  vessel,  but  in  that  particular,  in  the  view  of  the 
court,  he  was  mistaken,  as  the  better  opinion  is  that  the  brig, 
before  she  ported  her  helm  and  luffed  up  into  the  wind,  was 
somewhat  to  the  leeward  of  the  schooner.  Speed  of  the  schooner 
was  five  or  six  knots,  and  that  of  the  brig  was  four  or  four  and 
a  half,  and  they  were  both  sailing  in  a  smooth  sea,  with  a  steady 
breeze.  Inevitable  accident  is  not  pretended,  and  it  is  clear  to 
the  court  that  it  is  a  case  of  unmistakable  fault,  for  which  one  or 
both  parties  are  clearly  responsible.  The  sailing  qualities  of  the 
brig  are  left  in  some  doubt  by  the  testimony,  but  she  was  upon 
the  starboard  tack,  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  had  at  least 
two  points  free.     On  the  other  hand,  it  is  fully  proved  that  the 
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schooner  was  upon  the  port  tack,  and  that  she  was  as  close  to  the 
wind  as  she  would  lay ;  considered  in  the  light  of  this  statement^ 
it  is  quite  clear  that  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the  eleventh 
sailing   rule,  as  contended  by  the  libellant.      Even  supposing 
there  would  have  been  actual  danger  of  collision  if  both  vessels 
had  kept  their  course,  which  is  not  admitted,  it  is  certain  that 
they  were  not  meeting  end  on,  or  nearly  end  on,  within  any  rea- 
sonable construction  which  can  be  given  to  the  language  of  the 
eleventh  sailing  rule.     2^e  Constitution^  2  Moore,  P.  C.  N.  s. 
458  ;  Same  Case,  10  Law  T.  n.  s.  894 ;  The  Fingal,  18  Law  T. 
N.  8.  611 ;  The  Concordia,  1  Law  Rep.  Adm.  98 ;  Same  Case,  12 
Jur.  N.  s.  771 ;  The  Brat/ay  14  Law  T.  n.  b.  258 ;  The  Lady 
Normandy,  14  Law  T.  N.  s.  895.     Granting  that  the  two  vessels 
were  not  meeting  nearly  end  on,  as  contended  by  the  libellant, 
then  it  follows  tliat  the  brig  was  in  fault,  as  it  was  her  duty  to 
keep  out  of  the  way  if  there  was  danger  of  collision,  and  if  not, 
she  had  no  right  to  attempt  to  cross  the  bows  of  the  schooner  at 
t;lie  risk  of  collision.    When  one  of  two  ships  is  required  to  keep 
out  of  the  way,  the  other  is  required  as  a  correlative  duty  to 
keep  her  course,  subject  to  certain  reasonable  and  necessary 
cjualifications.     Special  circumstances  may  exist  in  a  particular 
oase  rendering  a  departure  from  the  rule  necessary  in  order  to 
ctvoid  immediate  danger,  and  the  act  of  Congress,  among  other 
things,  expressly  provides  that  nothing  in  these  rules  shall  exon- 
erate any  ship  ....  from  the  consequences  ....  of  the  neglect 
of  any  precaution  which  may  be  required  by  the  ordinary  prac- 
tice of  seamen  or  by  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case.    18 
SUt.  at  Large,  61 ;  iV.  T.  ^  L.  S.  S,  Co.  v.  EumbaU,  21  How. 
887.     Respondent's  own  testimony  shows  beyond  controversy 
tliat  the  pilot,  when  notified  by  the  lookout  that  there  was  a  light 
ahead,  went  forward  and  looked  at  it  for  several  minutes,  and 
then  went  aft,  saying  the  approaching  vessel  was  going  all  right. 
Beyond  question  he  ought  to  have  observed  that  there  was  a 
necessity  for  precaution,  as  the  lookout  does  not  pretend  that  the 
brig  would  have  passed  to  the  leeward  more  than  her  length  if 
she  had  kept  her  course.    The  distance  of  the  vessels  apart  when 
the  brig  ported  her  helm  was  at  least  one  hundred  and  fifty 
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yards,  and  it  is  not  doubted  that  if  the  pilot  had  continued  to 
watch  her  course  as  he  should  have  done,  the  collision  would 
have  been  prevented.  Instead  of  doing  so,  however,  he  turned 
round  and  walked  aft,  virtually  leaving  the  matter  in  charge  of 
the  lookout.  He  gave  the  order  "  hard  up,"  but  it  was  too  late 
to  prevent  the  disaster.  The  excuse  oflFered  for  the  pilot  is,  that 
he  had  a  right  to  keep  his  course ;  but  rules  of  navigation  were 
framed  and  designed  to  save  life  and  property,  and  not  for  the 
purpose  of  promoting  collisions.  Such  were  the  views  of  the 
Supreme  Court  long  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  steering  and 
sailing  rules,  which  expressly  provide  that  nothing  therein  con- 
tained shall  exonerate  any  ship  from  the  consequences  of  the 
neglect  of  any  precaution  required  by  the  ordinary  practice  of 
seamen,  or  by  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case.  Common 
justice  forbids  that  a  party  who  voluntarily  casts  himself  upon 
an  obstruction  shall  be  entitled  to  damages,  and  it  is  equally 
plain  that  a  party  inflicting  an  injury  upon  another  ought  not 
to  be  permitted  to  defend  himself  successfully  against  the  act, 
because  the  injured  party  committed  the  first  error,  if  he  had 
seasonable  notice  of  the  error  and  ample  means  and  reasonable 
opportunity  to  avoid  inflicting  any  such  injury.  Experienced 
as  the  pilot  was,  he  ought  to  have  prevented  the  collision  by 
porting  the  helm  of  the  schooner.  Her  lookout  saw  the  brig 
before  the  error  was  committed,  and  was  looking  directly  at  her 
when  she  ported  her  helm  and  attempted  to  cross  the  line  of  the 
schooner's  course,  and  if  the  pilot  had  watched  her  course  for  a 
moment  longer  he  would  have  had  the  same  seasonable  knowl- 
edge as  was  acquired  by  the  lookout.  Vigilance  is  required  of 
those  in  charge  of  both  vessels,  and  where  there  is  negligence  on 
both  sides,  both  must  share  the  consequences.  The  best  judg- 
ment I  can  form  in  this  case  is,  that  there  was  fault  on  both 
sides,  and  the  damages  must  be  divided.  No  estimate  was  made 
of  the  cost  of  repairing  the  schooner,  as  that  was  not  necessary 
in  the  view  taken  of  the  case  by  the  court.  Unless  the  parties 
agree  to  the  amount  of  the  damages,  it  will  be  necessary  to  send 
the  case  to  a  commissioner. 

Decree  reversed,  and  let  a  decree  be  entered  that  both  parties 
were  in  fault,  and  that  the  damages  and  costs  be  divided. 
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Samuel  L.   Davis,  Libellant  and  Appellant,  v.  William  W. 

Wallace  et  ah 

J^  reesel  was  chartered  nnder  a  contract  that  she  was  to  have  "  three  working  days  to 
load"  at  the  port  of  lading,  and  quick  despatch  in  dischai^ng  at  the  port  of  dis- 
charge. On  arriyal  at  the  port  of  discharge,  the  master  notified  the  charterers,  and  was 
requested  to  call  the  following  day,  and  received  no  orders  as  to  his  place  of  discharge 
till  after  the  lapse  of  three  days,  when  he  went  to  the  place  to  which  he  was  directed. 
Nothing  appeared  to  show  that  the  delay  was  claimed  as  a  matter  of  right  hy  the  con- 
signees, but  rather  as  a  request  voluntarily  acceded  to  by  the  master.  J7e&f,  that  the 
libellant  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  rate  of  demurrage  per  dtem,  stipulated  in  the 
contract  for  the  three  days*  detention. 
J^fter  reaching  the  wharf  designated  by  the  consignees  as  the  place  of  discharge,  the  libel- 
]ant*s  vessel  was  detained  four  days  before  the  unloading  was  completed:  three  by  rea- 
son of  the  berth  at  the  wharf  being  occupied  by  another  vessel  for  whose  departure  the 
libellant  was  compelled  to  wait;  one  in  consequence  of  the  lack  of  teams  to  take  the 
eargo  away.  Htid,  that  libellant  was  entitled  to  recover  the  stipulated  demurrage 
ptr  diem  for  these  four  days  of  delay. 

The  contract  in  this  case  contained  a  clause  that  the  cargo  should  be  *'  received  and  deliv- 
ered at  the  ports  of  lading  and  discharging  as  customary.**  Held,  this  clause  referred  to 
the  manner  of  receiving  and  delivering  the  cargo,  and  had  no  reference  to  the  question 
vbether  the  libeUant*s  vessel  was  justly  required  to  wait  her  turn  at  the  wharf,  where 
she  was  ordered  to  discharge  by  the  consignees. 

Consignees  cannot  select  a  place  of  discharge  within  a  port  which  would  necessitate 
greater  delay  in  discharging  than  the  charter  allowed. 

Proof  of  usage  at  a  port,  in  respect  to  the  reception  or  delivery  of  a  cargo,  may  be  re- 
OMved  to  interpret  the  meaning  of  obscure  or  equivocal  language  in  a  contract,  or  in  the 
sbsence  of  express  stipulation,  but  demurrage  is  a  matter  of  contract,  the  provisions  of 
which  usage  cannot  modify. 

Admibalty  appeal.    Libel  for  demurrage.    The  schooner  Sam- 
uel Pish  was  chartered  by  the  libellant  to  the  respondents,  to 
bring  a  cargo  of  coal  from  Georgetown  or  Baltimore,  as  they 
might  elect,  to  Boston,  at  a  certain  freight  per  ton,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  the  respondents   should  have  three  working   days 
to  load  at  Georgetown,  and  quick  despatch  in   discharging  at 
Boston.    In  case  the  vessel   should  be  longer  detained,  they 
were  to  pay  demurrage  at  the  rate  of  $36  per  day,  provided 
such  detention  should   happen    by  their  own  or  their  agent's 
default.    It  was  further  agreed  that  the  cargo  should   be  re- 
ceived and  delivered  as  customary,  at  the  ports  of  loading  and 
discharging. 
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The  schooner  took  a  full  cargo  of  coal  at  Baltimore,  July  7, 
1863,  and  arrived  at  Boston,  Thursday,  the  23d  of  July.  The 
master  promptly  reported  his  arrival  to  the  charterers.  When 
informed  that  the  schooner  had  arrived,  they  replied  that  they 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  cargo,  and  referred  the  master  to 
the  shippers  and  consignees.  Due  notice  was  given  the  con- 
signees, and  they  informed  the  master  that  the  cargo  was  not 
sold,  and  requested  him  to  call  again,  on  the  next  day,  which  he 
did.  On  Saturday,  following  the  arrival  of  the  schooner,  the 
consignees  directed  the  master  to  proceed  to  a  certain  wharf  in 
South  Boston  to  discharge.  He  reached  the  designated  wharf 
on  Sunday,  but  finding  another  vessel,  which  had  not  commenced 
to  unload,  he  notified  the  charterers  that  he  had  no  place  at 
which  to  unload  his  vessel.  The  libellant's  vessel,  however,  lay 
there  until  the  following  Thursday,  when  the  vessel  that  had 
previously  occupied  the  berth  at  the  wharf  went  away,  and  the 
Samuel  Fish  hauled  up  and  commenced  to  discharge.  She  com- 
menced to  discharge  in  the  afternoon,  but  was  delayed  one  day 
for  want  of  teams  to  take  away  the  cargo,  and  did  not  complete 
the  discharge  until  the  following  Thursday.  Damages  were 
claimed  by  the  libellant  for  failure  to  comply  with  the  stipula- 
tions of  the  charter-party.  In  the  District  Court  a  decree  was 
entered  in  favor  of  the  respondents. 

J.  O,  DodffBj  for  libellant. 

First.  Did  this  vessel  have  "  quick  despatch,"  according  to 
the  contract  ? 

Second.  If  she  did  not,  did  the  detention  happen  by  the  de- 
fault of  the  charterer  ? 

1.  Let  us  first  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  term  ^'  quick 
despatch,"  in  its  application  to  the  loading  and  discharging  of 
vessels.  The  law  seems  to  be  settled,  that  in  the  absence  of  any 
express  contract  authorizing  delay  in  discharging,  or  usage  so 
well  settled  and  uniform  as  to  raise  an  implied  contract,  the  con- 
signee is  bound  to  receive  the  cargo  as  soon  as  he  is  notified  of 
the  readiness  of  the  carrier  to  deliver  it.  No  doubt,  in  this  as 
in  every  other  case  of  a  contract  in  which  time  of  performance 
is  not  stated,  we  may  apply  the  formula  of  "  reasonable  time/' 
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but  this  does  not  imply  delay  for  the  conyenience  or  profit  of  the 
consignee,  any  more  than  in  land  carriage.  The  contract  is,  to 
carry  and  deliver  the  cargo.  There  is  nothing  in  it  authorizing 
the  consignee  to  use  the  vessel  as  a  storehouse. 

The  liabilities  of  a  carrier  are  very  onerous,  and  are  not  to  be 
protracted  beyond  the  contract  If  the  cargo  is  not  received  by 
the  consignee  when  offered,  it  remains  in  possession  of  the  car- 
rier, not  as  carrier,  but  as  bailee  in  deposit.  But  the  carrier  has 
not  stipulated  to  assume  this  new  relation  to  the  cargo ;  and  if 
he  does  so  at  the  request  or  for  the  convenience  of  the  consignee, 
the  law  implies  a  promise  of  payment  for  this  new  service. 
Clandaniel  v.  Tuckermanj  17  Barb.  184,  and  the  cases  there 
cited  ;  The  Salmon  Falh  Manufacturing  Company  v.  The  Bark 
Tangier y  21  Law  Rep.  6,  8 ;  Richardson  et  al,  v.  Goddardet  aZ., 
23  How.  28,  40. 

Such  being  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  without  a  special 
contract,  and  in  the  absence  of  usage,  it  cannot  reasonably  be 
pretended  that  less  than  this  was  intended  when  they  contracted 
for  "  quick  despatch." 

The  truth  is,  that  these  words  were  inserted  in  the  contract,  to 
guard  against  being  detained  by  virtue  of  a  usage  that  has  grown 
up  in  Boston,  to  wait  three  days,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract, 
before  having  a  berth  at  which  to  discharge.  The  purpose  was, 
to  give  this  vessel  the  same  rights  she  would  have  had  by  law, 
without  the  usage. 

2.  Was  this  detention  by  the  default  of  the  charterers  or  their 
agents  ?  The  term  means  failure  on  the  part  of  the  charterers 
to  perform  what  they  are  bound  to  perform  by  the  charter.  If 
the  vessel  does  not  have  "  quick  despatch  "  because  the  charter- 
ers, or  persons  standing  in  their  place,  fail  to  receive  the  cargo, 
the  demurrage  is  due.  If  the  delay  is  caused  by  neglect  on  the 
part  of  the  vessel  to  deliver  the  cargo,  then  it  would  not  be  due. 
See  the  use  of  the  term  in  Abbott  on  Ship.  807.  See  Randall  v. 
Utneh,  2  Camp.  852  -  856. 

Under  our  charter  with  the  defendants,  a  cargo  is  taken  on 
board  consigned  to  Lewis  Audenried  &  Co.,  at  Boston,  but  no 
particular  wharf  is  specified.    We  arrive  ;  the  defendants  refer 
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US  to  the  consignees,  who  order  us  to  How's  Wharf  at  South 
Boston.     And  there  most  of  the  detention  takes  place. 

Our  claim  is,  that  when  we  reported,  we  should  have  been 
sent  at  once  to  a  berth  where  unloading  might  be  commenced 
without  delay,  and  that  the  cargo  should  have  been  received 
without  interruption  for  want  of  teams. 

It  seems  a  practice  has  grown  up  in  Boston  for  a  vessel  arriv- 
ing with  coal  under  the  ordinary  bill  of  lading  only,  without  a 
charter  or  any  stipulation  as  to  time  of  discharging,  to  wait  three 
days,  if  the  consignee  desires  it,  for  him  to  sell  the  coal.  I  do 
not  stop  to  inquire  whether  this  is  a  good  custom,  because,  under 
our  stipulation  for  "  quick  despatch,"  the  custom  has  no  applica- 
tion to  us.  It  cannot  control  our  express  contract.  The  Reesidcy 
2  Sumn.  567  ;  Macomher  v.  Parker,  13  Pick.  176,  182. 

It  will  be  found  that  in  every  case  relied  upon  by  respondents, 
that  the  vessel  had  undertaken,  expressly  or  by  implication,  to 
load  or  unload  her  cargo  at  a  particular  wharf  or  dock. 

David  Thazter,  for  respondents. 

Upon  all  the  evidence,  it  is  therefore  fair  to  say  that  these 
facts  are  not  in  controversy,  to  wit :  — 

That  coal-laden  vessels  discharge  at  coal  wharves  to  which 
they  are  assigned. 

That  the  capacity  of  these  wharves  is  limited. 

That  the  peculiarities  of  the  trip  often  bring  a  large  fleet  of 
vessels  here,  requiring  them  to  wait  their  turns  at  the  wharves  at 
which  they  are  to  discharge. 

Tiiat  vessels  do  invariably  wait  their  turn  in  discharging,  upon 
being  assigned  a  wharf. 

Now  it  is  well  settled  that  in  the  absence  of  any  express  agree- 
ment, fixing  the  time  for  unloading,  the  law  implies  a  contract  to 
unload  in  the  usual  and  customary  time  for  unloading  such  a 
cargo,  having  reference  to  the  usual  and  customary  manner  of 
discharging,  such  as  waiting  turns,  at  the  port  of  discharge. 
Rodgers  v.  Forresters^  2  Camp.  483  ;  Burmester  v.  Rodgs(yHj  2 
Camp.  488 ;  Nichols  v.  Tremlettj  1  Sprague,  361 ;  2  Holt  on  Ship. 
27  ;  Mau.  &  Pol.  Sh.  177  ;  Lawes  on  Charter-Parties,  133  ;  Mac- 
lachlan  on  Siiip.  445 ;  Harris  v.  Dreesman,  25  Eng.  L.  &  Eq. 
626 ;  Parker  v.  Winlotr,  7  El.  &  B.  942. 
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It  appearing,  therefore,  that  the  waiting  for  turns  is  a  matter 
of  frequent,  constant  occurrence  at  this  port,  and  that  it  is  the 
invariable  rule  for  vessels  to  wait  their  turn  in  discharging,  to 
entitle  the  libellant  to  recover  for  any  detention  thus  caused,  he 
must  show  an  express  agreement  to  pay  for  such  detention,  or 
such  a  well-established  and  recognized  usage  to  pay  so  known  to 
the  trade  as  to  be  recognized  and  treated  as  part  of  the  contract. 
It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  respondents'  sole  liability  for  any 
detention  rests  upon  this  proviso :  "  Provided  such  detention 
shall  happen  by  default  of  the  said  parties  of  the  second  part 
[the  respondents]  or  their  agent." 

This  clause,  peculiar  to  American  charter-parties,  has  received 
a  judicial  constniction  by  the  State  court,  —  the  only  construc- 
tion of  which  it  is  capable  if  it  is  to  have  any  operative  value  in 
the  contract.     Towle  v.  Kettell^  5  Cush.  18. 

It  appears  by  the  first  article  of  the  libel,  admitted  in  the  an- 
swer, that  the  libellant,  the  master  of  the  schooner,  sailed  her 
"on  shares,"  having  the  exclusive  management,  navigation,  and 
control  of  her.  That  this  created  him  owner  pro  hac  vice  of  the 
schooner  is  well  settled.  Thomas  v.  Osbom,  19  How.  22;  Webb 
et  al.  V.  Peirce^  1  Curt.  104. 

Having  this  authority  as  owner,  he  made  this  charter  with  the 
defendants,  and  with  the  same  authority  he  made  the  contract 
with  L.  Audenried  &  Co.  to  transport  and  deliver  the  coal  in 
question  according  to  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading  then  signed 
by  him,  and  under  which  it  was  shipped. 

Even  if  he  had  not  been,  as  he  was,  owner  pro  hac  vicCy  but 
merely  master,  yet  under  this  charter-party  the  custody  of  the 
vessel  would  remain  in  her  owners,  and  the  master  would  be 
their  agent,  and  in  giving  this  bill  of  lading  the  owner  would  be 
bound  thereby  as  against  the  shippers.  Schooner  Freeman  v. 
Buckingham^  18  How.  182. 

Now,  this  bill  of  lading  is  in  the  usual  form,  without  any 
stipulation  in  regard  to  the  time  and  manner  of  delivery,  and, 
therefore,  requires  the  master  to  deliver,  and  the  shippers  or 
consignees  to  receive,  as,  and  only  as,  customary  ;  that  is,  in 
the  time  which  would  be  required  to  discharge  her  in  the  usual 
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and  customary  manner ;  and  this  cargo,  as  has  been  seen  from 
the  testimony,  was  so  discharged  and  received. 

It  is  submitted,  however,  that,  by  the  true  construction  of  the 
charter-party,  the  contract  for  delivery  is  substantially  the  same 
as  that  which  the  law  implies  in  the  absence  of  any  express 
agreement,  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  bill  of  lading. 

The  manner  of  delivery  must  necessarily  affect  the  time  in 
which  delivery  can  be  made,  and  any  provision  for  the  quick 
despatch  of  a  vessel,  which  also  provides  that  such  delivery  shall 
be  made  in  the  customary  manner,  can  only  be  interpreted  with 
reference  to  the  manner  in  which  the  vessel  is  discharged. 

Plenary  evidence  that  such  was  the  construction  intended  by 
the  parties  may  be  found  in  the  provision  in  regard  to  the  lading 
of  the  vessel.  It  cannot.be  doubted  that  the  time  actually  re- 
quired to  discharge  a  cargo  of  coal,  the  vessel  having  a  berth  and 
all  the  conveniences  for  discharging,  was  known  to  the  libellant, 
who  was  familiar  with  the  trade ;  yet,  while  he  limited  the  exact 
time  for  loading,  for  discharging  he  stipulated  that  she  should 
be  discharged  in  the  customary  manner  with  quick  despatch.  It 
is  obvious  that  the  parties  agreed  that  the  vessel  should  discharge 
as  other  vessels  discharge,  but  that  there  should  be  no  default 
in  the  defendants  while  thus  discharging  her  to  give  her  quick 
despatch. 

Clifford,  J.  Thirteen  days  elapsed  in  the  efforts  to  secure  a 
berth  and  in  discharging  the  cargo,  without  reckoning  the  day  of 
the  arrival  or  the  day  the  discharge  was  completed.  Prior  to 
the  directions  given  to  proceed  to  the  wharf  at  South  Boston^  it 
may  reasonably  be  inferred  that  the  master  acquiesced  in  the 
neglect  to  designate  a  place  for  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  ;  and 
if  so,  then  the  day  of  the  arrival  of  the  schooner  and  the  Friday 
and  Saturday  following  should  be  deducted.  Perhaps  Sunday 
was  spent  in  getting  to  the  wharf  and  in  preparations  for  unlad- 
ing. Whether  the  second  notice  to  the  charterers  was  given  on 
Sunday  afternoon  or  Monday  morning  does  not  appear ;  but  com- 
puting the  delay  in  the  most  favorable  light  for  the  respondents, 
it  is  clear  that  there  was  a  loss  of  three,  if  not  four,  full  days  for 
the  want  of  a  place  to  discharge  and  deliver  the  cargo  before  the 
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stevedores  were  able  to  commence  the  work.     They  also  lost  one 
daj  afterwards  for  the  want  of  teams  to  take  the  coal  away,  mak- 
ing at  least  four  days  of  unnecessary  delay,  for  which  the  respon- 
dents are  clearly  responsible,  unless  the  defence  set  up  in  the 
answer  can  be  maintained.    Pajrment  for  six   days'  delay  is 
claimed  in  the  libel,  but  it  seems  to  the  court,  for  the  reasons 
ah-eady  suggested,  that  none  of  the  time  prior  to  the  arrival  of 
the  schooner  at  the  wharf  in  South  Boston  should  be  reckoned 
against  the  respondents.    The  defence  set  up  in  the  answer  is, 
that  the  schooner  on  her  arrival  was  directed  to  a  certain  wharf 
to  discharge,  that  she  had  a  berth  at  that  wharf  in  her  regular 
turn,  and  that  the  master  was  enabled  to  commence  the  discharge 
of  the  vessel  within  the  time  and  in  the  manner  established  by 
the  usage  and  custom  of  the  port  for  the  unlading  of  vessels 
engaged  in  the  coal  and  other  coasting  trade.     Tiie  admission  of 
the  answer  also  is,  that  the  schooner,  when  she  proceeded  to  the 
wharf  where  she  was  directed  to  discharge,  found  the  berth  occu- 
pied by  another  vessel,  and  was  obliged  to  wait  for  a  turn  until 
that  vessel  completed  her  discharge,  and  the  period  of  delay,  as 
stated  in  the  answer,  is  somewhat  longer  than  is  shown  in  the 
proofs.     A  delay  beyond  what  is  ordinarily  necessary  during  the 
discharge  of  the  vessel  is  also  admitted  in  the  answer,  but  it  is 
ascribed  to  the  inability  of  the  consignees  to  obtain  stevedores,  iu 
consequence  of  the  extreme  heat  and  large  arrival  of  coal,  and 
not  to  the  want  of  teams  to  remove  the  coal,  as  alleged  in  the 
libel.     The  respondents  in  argument  make  two  points  of  defence 
on  which  they  chiefly  rely  :  first,  they  contend  that  the  consignees 
had  a  right  to  select  the  wharf  where  the  schooner  was  to  dis- 
charge, and  that  if  the  berth  was  occupied  by  another  vessel 
when  she  aiTived  there,  she  was  bound  to  wait  her  turn  without 
any  charge  for  demurrage  ;  second,  that  vessels  arriving  at  this 
port  loaded  with  coal  not  previously  sold  by  the  consignees  arc, 
if  requested,  obliged  by  the  usages  of  the  port  to  wait  three  days 
before  commencing  to  discharge,  to  give  the  owners  of  the  coal 
an  opportunity  to  effect  a  sale.     Whether  the  consignees  effected 
a  sale  of  the  coal  before  they  designated  a  place  for  discharging 
^e  same  does  not  appear,  but  it  does  appear  that  the  wharf  desig- 
^01^  in.  9 
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Dated  belonged  to  a  third  person,  and  was  not  one  occupied  bj 
the  consignees.  Undoubtedly  the  consignees,  as  the  agents  of 
the  charterers,  had  a  right  to  designate  the  place  where  the  ves- 
sel should  discharge  the  cargo,  but  it  must  be  one  within  the 
terms  of  the  charter-party.  They  could  not  go  out  of  the  port 
of  destination,  nor  could  they  select  one  within  the  port  which 
would  involve  grei^r  delay  in  discharging  than  the  charter  al- 
lowed. Express  reference  was  made  in  the  bill  of  lading  to  the 
charter-party,  so  that  the  consignees  had  no  greater  rights  than 
the  charterers.  The  charterers  were  allowed  "  three  working  days 
to  load  "  at  the  port  of  departure,  and  they  stipulated  to  make 
*^  quick  despatch  in  discharging  at "  the  port  of  destination  ;  and 
the  consignees  had  the  same  rights  and  were  bound  by  the  same 
obligations.  Reference  is  made  by  the  respondents  to  the  stipu- 
lation in  the  charter-party  that  the  cargo  ''  shall  be  received  and 
delivered  at  the  ports  of  loading  and  discharging  as  customary.'' 
But  it  is  evident  that  that  clause  refers  to  the  manner  of  receiving 
and  delivering  the  cargo,  and  that  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
question  under  consideration.  Where  there  is  no  special  con- 
tract, the  usage  of  the  port  in  respect  to  the  reception  and  deliv- 
ery of  the  cargo,  in  controversies  between  the  ship-owner  and  the 
consignee,  is  frequently  a  very  material  consideration ;  but  de- 
murrage is  a  matter  of  contract,  and  it  is  well-settled  law  that 
usage  cannot  prevail  over  or  nullify  the  express  provisions  of  a 
contract.  Bliven  et  ah  v.  N,  U.  Screw  Company y  23  How.  431 ; 
Add.  on  Con.  970.  Proof  of  usage  is  admitted  either  to  inter- 
pret the  meaning  of  the  language  of  the  contract  or  to  ascertain 
its  nature  and  effect  in  the  absence  of  express  stipulation,  and 
where  the  meaning  is  equivocal  or  obscure ;  but  the  proof  of  usage 
is  not  admitted  to  contradict  express  stipulations,  or  to  vary  the 
language  employed  by  the  parties  where  their  meaning  is  ex- 
pressed in  plain  and  unambiguous  terms.  The  Reeride^  2  Snmn. 
569.  Such  delay  as  occurred  before  the  schooner  arrived  at  the 
wharf  designated  by  the  consignees  will  be  left  out  of  view  at 
present,  and  will  be  separately  considered  in  examining  the  sec- 
ond ground  of  defence.  First  defence  is,  that  the  schooner  was 
properly  required  to  wait  her  turn  at  the  wharf  where  she  was 
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directed  to  discharge  by  the  consignees.  By  the  terms  of  the 
charter-party  the  schooner  was  entitled  to  quick  despatch  at  the 
port  of  dischai^ ;  and  the  libellant  contends  that  the  proposition 
of  the  respondent  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  stipulation  of  the 
charter-party.  Demurrage  is  the  sum  fixed  by  the  contract  of 
affreightment  as  a  remuneration  to  the  ship-owner  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  ship  beyond  the  lay-days  allowed  for  loading  or 
unloading  the  vessel.  Man.  &  Pol.  Sh.  176 ;  Pars.  Mar.  Law, 
261.  Stipulations  are  usually  inserted  in  charter-parties  and 
bills  of  lading,  to  prevent  disputes  and  define  the  rights  of  parties 
in  case  of  unforeseen  delays  in  loading  or  unloading,  specifying 
that  a  certain  number  of  days  called  running  or  working  days 
are  allowed  for  that  purpose,  and  it  is  frequently  stipulated  that 
the  charterer  or  freighter  may  delay  the  ship  for  a  further 
specified  time  at  an  agreed  price  per  day  for  such  over-time. 
Sometimes  the  contract  is,  that  the  vessel  shall  be  loaded  and 
discharged  in  the  usual  time,  or  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
her  arrival  in  port,  or  that  the  freighter  shall  be  allowed  the 
usual  and  customary  time  to  load  or  unload  at  the  port  of  load- 
ing or  discharge.  In  other  cases  the  contract  of  affreightment  is 
without  any  such  definite  condition  ;  but  even  in  those  cases  the 
owner,  if  the  ship  is  improperly  detained,  may  frequently  have  a 
special  claim  to  damage  in  the  nature  of  demurrage.  The  settled 
rule  is,  where  the  contract  of  affreightment  expressly  stipulates 
that  a  given  number  of  days  shall  be  allowed  for  the  discharge 
of  tlie  cargo,  that  such  a  limitation  is  an  express  stipulation  that 
the  vessel  shall  in  no  event  be  detained  longer  for  that  purpose, 
and  that  if  so  detained,  it  shall  be  considered  as  the  delay  of  the 
freighter,  even  where  it  is  not  occasioned  by  his  fault,  but  was 
inevitable.  Field  v.  Chaze^  Hill  &  Denis,  51.  Where  the  contract 
is,  that  the  ship  shall  be  unladen  within  a  certain  number  of 
days,  it  is  no  defence  to  an  action  for  demurrage  that  the  over- 
delay  was  occasioned  by  the  crowded  state  of  the  docks,  or  by 
port  regulations,  or  government  restraints.  Detention  of  the 
vessel  for  loading  or  discharging  longer  than  the  time  allowed  by 
the  contract  entitles  the  owner  to  the  stipulated  demurrage, 
although  it  was  impossible  to  complete  the  work  within  that  time 
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by  natural  causes.  Randall  v.  Lynchj  2  Gamp.  852  ;  Barret  v. 
Button,  4  Camp.  233 ;  Hill  v.  Idle,  4  Camp.  827 ;  Fumell  v. 
ThomaBy  5  Bing.  188.  Much  reliance  is  placed  by  the  respon- 
dents upon  the  case  of  Itodgers  v.  FarresterSy  2  Camp.  483 ;  and 
also  upon  the  case  of  Bumieater  v.  HodgBon,  2  Camp.  488 ;  but 
it  is  quite  clear  that  they  are  not  applicable  to  the  present  case, 
unless  it  be  held  that  the  words  '^  quick  despatch  in  discharging  " 
have  no  meaning  whatsoever.  Stipulations,  express  or  implied, 
that  the  ship  shall  not  be  detained  beyond  the  period  or  periods 
specified  in  the  contract  of  affreightment  are  not  controlled  by 
the  usage  of  the  port  where  the  vessel  is  to  load  or  discharge ; 
and  if  the  freighter  detains  the  vessel  beyond  the  time  specified, 
he  is  liable  to  an  action  on  the  contract  adapted  to  the  nature 
of  the  instrument  and  the  practice  of  the  jurisdiction  where 
the  suit  is  brought.  Ab.  Sh.  303  ;  Clendaniel  v.  Tuckerman, 
17  Barb.  184.  Just  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  plaintiff's  vessel 
an  unusual  number  of  other  vessels  arrived  at  the  defendant's 
wharf  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  their  cargoes.  They  had 
been  Iield  back  for  a  time  by  a  storm,  but  being  first  at  the  wharf 
they  were  entitled  to  priority  in  turn.  The  consignee  had  but  one 
wharf,  and  he  offered  to  prove  the  circumstances  at  the  trial,  as 
an  excuse  for  the  delay,  but  the  judge  excluded  the  evidence,  and 
the  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  it  should  have  been  admitted.  A 
direct  admission,  however,  is  made  in  the  opinion  that  the  de- 
fendant would  be  liable,  if  he  was  in  fault,  in  suffering  such  an 
accumulation  of  craft,  laden  with  cargo  for  himself,  for  the  same 
wharf,  at  the  same  time.  But  the  court  also  ruled  that  where 
there  is  an  express  contract,  the  parties  are  held  strictly  to  its 
terms,  and  that  no  excuse,  as  a  general  rule,  is  available  in  such 
cases  for  delay  ;  considering  that  the  whole  delay  in  that  case  did 
not  exceed  two  days,  it  may  be  that  the  decision  is  correct,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  discharge,  in  view  of  the  circumstances,  was 
within  a  reasonable  time.  Conceding  the  correctness  of  that 
decision,  still  it  cannot  affect  the  case  at  bar,  as  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  charter-party  the  owners  of  the  vessel  were  entitled 
to  quick  despatch  in  discharging,  and  it  cannot  be  admitted  that 
thirteen  days'  delay  was  not  a  violation  of  that  provision.     Par- 
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'ties  may  contract  as  they  please,  bat  their  contracts  must  be 
c^onstrued  and  executed  as  they  are  made.    They  may  contract 
tliat  the  ship  shall  wait  any  number  of  days  before  commencing 
tjo  load  or  discharge,  and  that  the  freighter  shall  have  any  num- 
l>er  of  lay-days,  with  or  without  charge,  or  none  at  all,  or  that 
-f^lie  ship  shall  load  or  discharge  in  turn ;  but  any  such  special 
si.rrangement,  enlarging  the  time  for  loading  or  discharging,  is 
Knatter  of  special  contract.     Even  the  covenant  to  load  with 
niasual  despatch  excludes  every  delay  on  the  part  of  the  shipper 
iDeyond  "  the  ordinary  time  for  bringing  the  cargo  to  the  place  of 
Handing  and  loading."    Kearon  v.  Pearson  et  al,^  7  H.  <&  N.  886. 
"Viewed  in  the  most  favorable  light  for  the  respondents,  it  must 
T)e  understood  that  the  stipulation  for  quick  despatch  in  dis- 
c^harging  excludes  all  delay  save  the  time  employed  in  unloading 
mnd  delivering  the  cargo,  except  what  is  occasioned  by  natural 
<3auses  beyond  the  control  of  the  party  contracting.     Such  ex- 
ception was  denied  in  the  case  of  Kearon  v.  Pearson  et  al.  ;  and  it 
is  clear  that  it  cannot  be  admitted  where  the  covenant  is  only  for 
usual  despatch  ;  it  cannot  be  admitted  in  cases  like  the  present. 
The  power  to  designate  the  place  of  discharge  belongs  to  the  con- 
signee, but  he  is  bound  to  select  a  place  where  the  ship  will 
encounter  no  delay  beyond  the  time  necessary  for  the  unloading 
of  the  vessel  where  the  delivery  and  reception  of  the  cargo  is 
required  by  law.     The  Eddy^  5  Wall.  490  ;  The  Bird  of  Para- 
diiCy  5  Wall.  545.    Delay  beyond  that,  if  occasioned  by  natural 
cause  over  which  the  defendant  has  no  control,  may,  perhaps,  be 
excused  in  a  case  where  there  is  no  express  contract  as  to  time, 
but  that  question  does  not  arise  in  this  case,  and  no  decided 
opinion  is  expressed  upon  the  subject.    Enough  has  already  been 
remarked  to  show  that,  in  the  view  of  the  court,  the  second  ques- 
tion presented  by  the  respondents  does  not  arise  in  the  case,  for 
the  reason  that  the  master  appears  to  have  acquiesced  in  the 
delay  without  complaint  or  notice  to  the  respondents  that  he 
should  hold  them  responsible.     When  told  that  the  coal  was  not 
^'d,  and  requested  to  call  on  the  following  day,  if  he  did  not 
^^tetxd  to  acquiesce  in  the  consequent  delay,  he  ought  to  have 
**'d   so,  or  in  some  manner  to  have  signified  to  the  consignees 
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that  he  did  not  waive  the  right  of  the  ship-owner.  Nothing  ap- 
pears in  the  record  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  delay  at 
that  time  was  claimed  by  the  consignees  as  matter  of  right ;  but 
in  view  of  the  circumstances  it  is  much  more  reasonable  to  infer 
that  it  was  but  a  request,  and  as  such  was  voluntarily  acceded  to 
by  the  master.  Regarded  as  a  claim  of  right,  very  strong  doubts 
are  entertained  whether  it  could  be  sustained  in  any  case,  and  it 
is  quite  clear  that  such  a  usage,  if  proved,  can  never  avail  as  a 
defence  where  it  comes  in  conflict  with  the  terms  of  the  contract. 
Usage  is  never  held  to  make  a  contract,  and  proof  of  it  will 
never  be  admitted  to  contradict  a  contract  expressed  in  clear  and 
unambiguous  terms.  The  libellant  is  entitled  to  recover  for  four 
days'  unnecessary  delay  of  the  schooner  in  discharging  at  the 
port  of  destination. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  is  reversed,  and  let  a  decree 
be  entered  for  the  libellant. 


Thomas  Mandell,  Executor,  v.  Ebenezer  W.  Piercb. 

On  Mtj  1, 1866,  a  tax  was  assessed  upon  the  inoome  of  the  plaintiirs  testatrix,  from  tiie 
1st  of  January,  1865,  to  July  2, 1866,  the  day  of  the  testatrix*8  decease.  The  amount  of 
the  tax  was  paid  under  pro*est,  by  the  plaint'ff,  as  execotor,  to  prerent  the  distraint  of 
property,  and  brought  suit  to  rocorer  the  amount  fftid,  that  the  tax  was  legally  as- 
sessed asainst,  and  collectable  from,  the  plaintiff  as  executor. 

The  liability  in  this  case  accrued  in  the  lifetime  of  the  recipient  of  the  income,  at  whose 
death  it  passes  orer  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  as  a  debt  against  the  estate. 

When  the  recipient  dies  within  the  year,  the  return  must  l>e  made  by  the  executor  or 
administrator. 

The  tax  is  imposed  upon  the  inoome  of  the  property  of  the  deoedent,  and  tiie  liability  is 
not  diseharf  ed  because  the  deoease  occurs  before  the  time  appointed  by  law  ibr  making 
the  return  upoo  which  the  tax  is  predicated. 

AssuKPSiT  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  internal-revenue  tax, 
paid  under  protest    Facts  agreed. 

Sylvia  Ann  Howland,  of  New  Bedford,  single  woman,  died 
July  2, 1865,  and  the  plaintiff,  also  of  New  Bedford,  was  during 
said  year  duly  appointed  executor  of  her  last  will,  and  was  at 
the  time  of  the  suit  such  executor.    The  plaintiff,^  as  such  exccu- 
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tor,  was  required  bj  the  assistant  assessor  of  internal  revenue  for 
't^he  First  Collection  District  of  Massachusetts,  in  which  New  Bed- 
ford is  situate,  to  make  return  of  the  income  received  by  said 
Sylvia  Ann  Howland,  during  that  portion  of  the  year  1865, 
"vhich  said  Sylvia  Ann  was  in  life,  and  did  make  such  return 
Tinder  written  protest  indorsed  thereon,  not  conceding  any  liabil- 
ity to  taxation  thereon,  and  protesting  against  the  same*  On 
Hay  1, 1866,  the  assistant  assessor  assessed  a  tax  on  the  income 
of  said  Sylvia  Ann  Howland  from  and  including  the  Ist  of  Jan- 
uary, 1866,  up  to  July  2,  1865,  the  day  of  her  decease,  of 
#4,512.36,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  assessor,  who  sus- 
tained and  affirmed  the  taxation,  and  the  plaintiff  subsequently 
appealed  to  the  commissioner  of  internal  revenue,  who  affirmed 
the  taxation  and  dismissed  the  appeal.  The  tax  was  transmitted 
and  certified  to  the  collector  of  internal  revenue  for  said  district 
for  collection,  and  the  defendant  having  been  appointed  collector 
of  internal  revenue  for  said  district,  passed  into  his  hands,  as  such 
collector,  for  collection ;  and  the  defendant,  under  color  of  his 
office,  as  such  collector,  through  his  deputy,  demanded  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  such  executor,  the  payment  of  said  tax  ;  the  plaintiff 
declined  to  pay  the  same,  whereupon  the  defendant,  as  collector 
as  aforesaid,  through  his  deputy,  threatened  to  collect  said  tax  by 
distraint  of  property,  and  was  proceeding  so  to  collect  it  by  force, 
when  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  avoid  a  distraint  of  property,  on 
the  6th  of  September,  1866,  paid  the  defendant  said  tax  of 
14,512.86,  under  written  protest. 

T.  D.  Elliot  and  T.  M.  SteUon,  for  plaintiff. 

The  income-tax  law  does  not  authorize  the  tax  in  this  case. 

Sylvia  Howland  died  in  no  default  as  to  taxation,  and  before 
any  return  could  be  required  of  her  or  income  tax  could  be  as- 
sessed upon  her.  No  debt  or  liability  of  hers  passed  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  estate  was  then  in  his  hands  subject  only  to  the 
law8  taxing  estates.     Cooke  et  al.^  Petitioners^  ^c?.,  15  Pick.  237. 

And  there  is  no  statute  providing  such  tax  as  the  defendant 
has  collected. 

The  case  constantly  arises  under  the  State  law  of  Massachu- 
^tts,  and  it  was  never  supposed  that  an  income  duty  could  be 
'^^Qssed  unless  the  party  was  in  life  at  the  date,  May  1. 
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No  apportionments  of  income  tax  are  authorized  by  the  statute. 

The  year  is  the  taxable  unit. 

An  income  is  the  result  of  the  transactions  of  a  period.  A 
man  may  gain  one  day  and  lose  the  next  Some  period  must  be 
determined  by  law  which  shall  give  the  just  mean  and  exliibit  of 
real  loss  or  real  gain.  Otherwise  the  government,  by  a  system  of 
comminution,  might  derive  taxes  from  profitable  months  or 
weeks,  and  not  repaying  for  the  unprofitable  ones,  might  gain 
large  income  taxes  where  the  citizen  had  in  fact  no  income. 

Tiie  unit  is  by  the  statute  the  calendar  year. 

Act  1864,  June  30,  §  116,  relates  to  '^  annual  gains,  profit,  or 
income,"  and  "  income  for  the  year  ending  December  81, 1865." 
And  it  allows  deduction  "  for  State,  county,  or  municipal  taxes 
paid  within  the  year."  And  this  last  allowance  cannot  be  effected 
unless  the  calendar  year  is  for  purposes  of  income  tax  regarded 
as  one  and  indivisible.  Indeed,  in  Massachusetts,  the  assessment 
of  State,  county,  and  municipal  taxes  is  not  completed,  so  that 
demand  or  payment  can  be  had,  till  much  later  in  the  year  than 
the  date  of  S.  A.  Howland's  decease. 

§  117  instructs  how  to  estimate  such  '^  annual  income,"  income 
"  for  each  year,"  by  instructions  entirely  inapplicable  t»  lesser 
periods  of  time. 

§  116  shows  who  are  liable  to  income  tax,  and  that  is  only 
"  persons,"  and  of  such  only  "  those  residing  in  the  United 
States,  or  citizens  of  the  United  States  residing  abroad." 

Which  description  does  not  include  the  dead  or  the  estates 
formerly  theirs. 

The  deduction  of  $  600  is  provided  to  come  out  of  a  year's 
income,  and  no  arrangement  exists  for  apportioning  it  among  the 
parts  of  a  year,  either  by  time  or  by  actual  receipts. 

Throughout  the  statute  no  "  estate  "  is  spoken  of  in  connection 
with  income  tax. 

§  116  speaks  of  real-estate  purchases  and  sales,  and  expressly 

provides  a  "  year  "  as  the  period  of  realization  for  the  purposes 
of  income  tax. 

§  117.  Deductions  also  of  repairs  to  an  extent  not  greater 
than  the  average  of  five  years  is  permitted.     It  is  manifest  that 
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such  a  deduction  cannot  come  out  of  any  single  day's,  but  from 
the  balance  of  a  year's  fortune. 

§  118  is  Tory  significant.  The  income  tax  is  based  on  a  return 
required,  not  of  deceased  people,  but  ^^  of  all  persons  of  lawful 
age,"  and  who  else  ?  Here  would  be  the  place  to  provide  for  the 
case  of  an  estate.  Such  return  precedes  the  assessment  and 
liability  which  falls  on  May  1,  and  therefore  if  a  person  is  dead 
before  such  return,  there  could  be  no  return,  and  a  fortiori  no 
liability.  Besides  persons  of  lawful  age,  ^^  guardians  and  trustees 
are  required  to  make  return  of  the  income  of  the  minor  or  cestui 
que  trusty*  and  no  provision  whatever  requires  an  executor,  as 
such,  to  make  return  of  the  income  received  by  his  principal 
daring  any  period  of  his  life. 

The  ^^  guardians  or  trustees  "  must  make  return  of  the  income 
of  those  for  whom  they  act  as  guardian  or  trustee. 

And  if  it  were  possible  in  a  loose  sense  to  style  an  executor  a 
"trustee,"  it  would '^still  be  impossible  to  style  him  a  trustee  for 
the  deceased  testatrix. 

The  omission  to  require  a  return  from  executors  or  adminis- 
trators is  the  more  marked  in  §  118,  because  the  section  does 
mention  the  words  ^^  executors  and  administrators,"  and  does 
require  a  return  from  them,  so  far  as  they  are  guardians  or  trus- 
tees, of  the  amount  of  the  income  of  the  cestuis  que  trusty 
i.  e.  the  heir  or  legatee.  This  refers  to  the  frequent  case  where 
an  executor  has,  in  addition  to  his  proper  duties  as  executor,  cer- 
tain trust  duties  imposed  by  a  will.  Miller  v.  Congdouy  14  Gray, 
114. 

A  collector  of  internal  revenue  is  liable  to  suit  if  he  collects  an 
illegal  tax  by  force ;  i.  e.  he  cannot  justify  his  tort  under  the  laws. 
So  if  he  still  proceeds  after  being  told  in  writing  of  the  error 
and  illegality,  and  the  refusal  to  pay  and  purpose  to  recover  back. 
For  in  such  last  case  he  is  fully  warned,  goes  on  at  his  choice 
and  peril,  and  can  require  indemnity  of  his  principal  before  pay- 
ing over.    JEllioU  v.  Swartwout,  10  Pet.  153. 

The  above  principles  are  those  of  common  law.  Elliott  v. 
S^ortwout,  10  Pet.  153 ;  Bmd  v.  Hoyt,  13  Pet.  263 ;  CuHis's 
^iministratrix  v.  Fiedler ^  2  Black,  461. 
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(y.  S.  Hilliard^  United  States  Attorney,  and  W.  A.  Field,  As- 
sistant United  States  Attorney,  for  defendant. 

Tiie  recent  statutes  of  the  United  States  and  the  sections  of 
the  same  relating  to  taxes  on  income  are  the  following :  — 

§§  49,  60,  51,  c.  45, 1861, 12  Stat.  809 ;  §§  89,  90,  91,  92,  93, 
c.  119, 1862, 12  Stat.  473 ;  §  1,  containing  amendment  to  §  98, 
ubi  mpra,  and  §  11  of  c.  74, 1863,  12  Stat.  718,  723 ;  §§  116, 
117, 118, 119,  c.  178, 1864, 13  Stat.  281 ;  §  1,  c.  78,  1865,  13 
Stat.  479,  480 ;  §  9,  c.  184,  1866, 14  Stat.  138 ;  §  18,  c.  169, 
1867, 14  Stat.  477,  478,  479. 

The  statutes  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  said  Sylvia 
Ann  Howland  and  of  the  assessment  of  the  tax  in  question,  are 
c.  173, 1864,  §§  116-119  ;  c.  78, 1865,  §  9,  containing  amend- 
ments  to  §§  116  - 119,  tibi  supra. 

In  the  statutes  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  express 
provision  is  made  for  the  assessment  of  taxes  upon  the  real  and 
personal  estate  of  persons  who  decease  before  the  1st  of  May. 
Gen.  Stat,  of  Mass.  c.  11,  §§  10-12,  ^^  5  and  7,  pp.  75,  76. 

The  construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  must  be  either 
that  the  person  upon  whose  income  the  tax  is  levied  must  be 
alive  on  the  1st  of  May  of  the  succeeding  year  and  on  the  day 
on  which  the  tax  is  actually  levied,  or  that  the  tax  upon  incomes 
can  never  be  levied  for  a  fraction  of  a  year. 

The  provisions  of  §§  124  - 150,  c.  173, 1864,  relating  to  taxes 
upon  legacies  and  distributive  shares  of  personal  property,  and 
on  succession  to  real  estate  on  the  decease  of  any  person,  have 
no  special  application  to  this  case.  The  estates  of  all  persons 
who  die  are  liable  to  these  last-mentioned  taxes,  without  regard 
to  the  day  of  their  decease. 

The  question  is  also  to  be  distinguished  from  a  tax  levied  upon 
an  executor  for  income  received  by  him  as  executor. 

Tiiere  is  no  legal  reason  why  Congress  could  not,  and  no  legis- 
lative reason  why  Congress  should  not,  impose  a  tax  upon  the 
actual  income  received  by  any  person  who  dies  before  the  levy  ; 
the  only  point  in  dispute  is.  Has  Congress  so  enacted  ? 

It  is  not  pretended  that  the  tax  becomes  a  debt  for  the  satisfac- 
tion of  which  a  suit  can  be  brought  or  a  distraint  made  until  the 
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tax  has  been  actually  assessed  or  levied,  but  it  is  contended  that 
on  May  1, 1866,  the  estate  of  said  Sylvia  Ann  Howland,  or  the 
defendant,  as  the  executor  of  her  last  will,  was  liable  to  the  as- 
sessment of  this  tax,  and  after  this  assessment  the  tax  was  legally 
collectable  out  of  the  estate. 

Section  116,  as  amended  is,  substantially,  that  the  tax  shall  be 
levied  annually  upon  the  annual  income  of  every  person  residing 
in  the  United  States  or  of  any  citizens  of  the  United  States 
residing  abroad.  In  terms  it  purports  to  be  a  tax  to  be  levied, 
not  upon  a  person,  but  upon  the  income,  to  be  assessed  annu- 
ally and  for  the  whole  calendar  year.  When  a  person  dies  his 
property  is  not  derelict.  On  the  probate  of  the  will  and  appoint- 
ment of  the  executor,  or  on  the  appointment  of  an  adminis- 
trator, the  legal  title  to  the  personal  property  vests  by  relation, 
from  the  time  of  decease,  in  the  executor  or  administrator,  and 
these  personal  representatives  continue  to  receive  the  income 
until  the  estate  is  administered  upon. 

If  the  income  received  by  said  Sylvia  Ann  Howland  up  to 
July  2  should  have  been  added  to  the  income  received  by  the 
defendant,  as  her  executor,  up  to  January  1, 1866,  and  one  tax 
assessed  for  the  whole  year,  that  only  proves  that  too  small  a  tax 
has  been  assessed,  and  does  not  render  the  tax  invalid.  The 
facts  find  that  the  amount  of  the  tax  is  correct,  if  the  tax  can  be 
assessed  at  all.  The  proper  deductions  have  been  made.  The 
$600  is  not  strictly  a  deduction  ;  the  tax  is  upon  the  excess  of 
income  over  9  600,  and  the  whole  9  600  is  to  be  taken  out  when 
the  tax  is  for  fractions  of  a  year. 

The  deduction  of  $117  can  as  well  be  taken  out  for  fractions 
of  a  year  as  for  a  whole  year,  the  language  being  in  general, 
eitlier  that  certain  things  shall  not  be  included,  or  certain  amounts 
actually  paid  by  the  person  whose  income  is  taxed  shall  be  de- 
ducted. 

Section  118  makes  it  the  duty  of  all  persons  of  lawful  age  to 
render  a  list,  etc.,  but  the  tax  can  be  levied  even  if  no  list  is 
rendered  ;  besides,  the  legal  representatives  must  be  compellable 
to  perform  the  duties  the  law  imposes  upon  the  deceased  pei*son 
they  represent,  if  the  tax  be  leviable  at  all. 
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In  section  118  the  word  "  trustee  "  is  meant  to  include  all  per- 
sons who  receive  income  in  any  fiduciary  capacity,  and  expressly 
mentions  executors  and  administrators.  All  incomes  received  by 
any  person,  the  beneficial  interest  in  which  belongs  to  any  other 
person,  must  be  taxed  under  the  section  118.  This  section  means 
that  estates  shall  pay  an  income  tax. 

This  income  tax  is  really  a  tax  upon  things,  to  wit,  upon  in- 
come to  be  paid  by  persons,  but  it  is  independent  of  the  life  of 
any  particular  person. 

Clifford,  J.  Annual  gains,  profits,  and  income  of  persons 
residing  in  the  United  States  or  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
residing  abroad,  whether  derived  from  property,  rents,  interests, 
dividends,  or  salaries,  or  from  any  profession,  trade,  employment, 
or  vocation,  carried  on  in  the  United  States  or  elsewhere,  or 
from  any  other  source  whatever,  were  subject  annually,  by  the  act 
of  the  30th  of  June,  1864,  to  a  duty  of  five  per  centum,  on  the 
excess  over  $  600,  and  not  exceeding  $  5,000 ;  and  by  the  amend- 
atory act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1865,  it  was  provided  that  such 
annual  gains,  profits,  and  income  are  subject  annually  to  a  duty 
of  ten  per  centum,  on  the  excess  over  $  5,000.  13  Stat,  at  Large, 
281  -  479. 

Rules  are  therein  enacted  prescribing  the  mode  to  be  adopted 
in  ascertaining  the  income  of  any  person  liable  to  an  income  tax. 
Such  of  those  rules  as  are  material  to  the  present  investigation 
may  be  stated  as  follows :  — 

1.  That  the  duty  should  be  assessed,  collected,  and  paid  upon 
the  gains,  profits,  and  income  for  the  year  ending  the  31st  of 
December  next  preceding  the  time  for  levying,  collecting,  and 
paying  the  same. 

2.  Duties  on  incomes  as  therein  imposed  are  required  to  be 
levied  on  the  1st  of  May  in  each  year,  and  they  were  therein 
declared  to  be  due  and  payable  on  or  before  the  30th  of  June 
in  the  same  year.    13  Stat,  at  Large,  283. 

3.  Incomes  received  from  institutions  whose  officers  are  re- 
quired by  law  to  withhold  a  per  centum  of  their  dividends,  and 
pay  the  same  to  the  commissioner  or  other  officer  authorized  to 
receive  the  same,  and  income  derived  from  notes,  bonds,  and 


MAY  TERM,  1868.  141 


Mandell  v.  Pierce. 


Other  securities  of  the  United  States,  and  also  all  premiums  on 
gold  and  coupons,  were  required  to  be  included  in  the  estimate  ; 
but  the  provision  was,  that  the  amount  so  withheld  by  such  insti- 
tutions should  be  deducted  from  the  tax  which  would  otherwise 
be  assessed.    13  Stat,  at  Large,  479. 

4.  One  deduction  only  of  the  $  600  could  be  made  from  the 
aggregate  income  of  all  members  of  any  family  composed  of 
parents  and  minor  children  or  husband  and  wife. 

5.  Net  profits  realized  by  sales  of  real  estate  purchased  within 
that  period  were  required  to  be  deducted  from  the  income  of 
that  year. 

6.  Taxes  paid  within  the  year,  whether  State,  national,  county, 
or  manicipal,  were  required  from  the  gains,  profits,  or  income  of 
the  person  paying  the  same,  whether  owner,  tenant,  or  mortgagor. 

Other  deductions  were  also  required  to  be  made  as  specified  in 
the  substitute  for  the  117th  section,  as  enacted  the  succeeding 
year.    18  Stat,  at  Large,  479. 

PlaintifTs  testatrix  died  on  the  2d  of  July,  1865,  and  the 
agreed  statement  shows  that  the  plaintiff  was  duly  appointed  the 
executor  of  her  last  will  and  testament. 

The  residence  of  the  decedent,  during  the  year  preceding  her 

death,  was  at  New  Bedford,  which  is  included  in  the  First  District 

in  this  State  for  the  collection  of  internal  revenue.     Pursuant 

to  the  requirement  of  the  assistant  assessor  for  that  district,  the 

plaiutiflf  made  return  of  the  income  made  by  his  testatrix  during 

that  portion  of  the  year  which  had  elapsed  at  the  time  of  her 

decease ;  but  he  denied  the  power  of  the  officer  to  require  any 

such  return,  and  made  it  under  protest.    Despite  the  objections 

and  protest  of  the  plaintiff,  the  assistant  assessor,  on  the  1st  of 

May,  1866,  assessed  a  tax  on  the  gains,  profits,  or  income  of  the 

decedent,  as  returned  for  that  portion  of  the  year  preceding  her 

death,  of  $4,512.36.     Appeals  were   regularly  taken  by  the 

plaintifi*,  first  to  the  assessor  of  the  district,  and  subsequently  to 

the  commissioner,  and  those  officers  respectively  affirmed    the 

taxation.    Payment  was  subsequently  demanded  by  tlie  collector, 

and  the  plaintiff,  on  the  6th  of  September,  1866,  paid  the  amount, 

under  a  written  protest,  to  avoid  a  distraint  of  his  property. 
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Technical  forms  are  waived  by  the  parties  on  both  sides,  as 
appears  by  the  agreed  statement.  They  agree  that  if  the  income 
received  by  the  decedent  for  that  portion  of  the  year  prior  to  her 
death  was  liable  to  taxation  as  income,  under  the  internal-revenue 
laws,  then  the  tax  was  legally  assessed,  and  that  the  amount  is 
correct,  and  that  the  defendant  acted  in  accordance  with  law. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  also  agreed  that  the  appeals  and  pro- 
tests were  sufficient  in  matter  and  form,  and  that  the  suit  was 
seasonably  brought,  after  due  demand. 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  those  admissions,  doubt  could  not  be 
entertained  as  to  the  liability  of  the  income  of  the  decedent  to 
taxation,  under  the  internal-revenue  laws,  if  she  had  lived 
through  the  entire  income  year,  and  had  been  in  life  when  the 
tax  was  assessed.  Assessment,  in  that  event,  undoubtedly  would 
have  bpen  made  for  the  gains,  profits,  and  income  for  the  entire 
year ;  but  it  is  equally  certain  that  the  amount  received  prior  to 
the  2d  of  July  would  have  been  equally  liable  to  taxation,  at  the 
time  appointed  by  law  for  the  assessment,  eved  if  it  appeared 
that  she  had  ceased  on  that  day  to  be  the  owner  of  any  prop- 
erty, and  had  never  afterwards,  during  the  remainder  of  that 
income  year,  received  any  gains,  profits,  or  income.  Beyond 
question,  her  liability  to  taxation  would  have  been  the  same  in 
that  event,  except  as  to  amount,  as  if  she  had  continued  to  be 
the  owner  of  property,  and  the  recipient  of  gain&,  profits,  and 
income,  during  the  remainder  of  the  income  year.  Equal  distri- 
bution of  the  gains,  profits,  and  income  over  every  portion  of  the 
income  year  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  liability  to  taxa- 
tion, under  the  internal-revenue  laws. 

On  the  contrary,  gains,  profits,  and  income  received  within  the 
income  year  are  annual  gains,  profits,  and  income  within  the 
meaning  of  those  laws,  although  the  whole  amount  of  the  same 
in  a  given  case  may  be  received  within  the  first  month  or  the 
last  month  of  the  year.  Such  liability  attaches  to  all  gains, 
profits,  and  income  received  within  the  income  year,  alUiough 
the  property  from  which  such  gains,  profits,  or  income  are  de- 
rived is  acquired  within  the  year  or  is  conveyed  away  before  the 
year  closes ;  and  the  same  rule  will  apply,  although  it  appears 
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that  the  gains,  profits,  or  income  were  derived  from  a  business  or 
avocation  which  from  its  nature  could  not  be  pursued,  or  was  not 
pursued,  only  for  a  part  of  the  income  year. 

Great  inequality  would  flow  from  the  opposite  rule  of  con- 
stniction,  as  all  persons  who  changed  their  business  within  the 
income,  year,  and  all  those  engaged  in  avocations  which  from 
their  nature  cannot  be  pursued  throughout  the  year,  would 
escape  all  such  taxation.  Obviously  such  a  construction  would 
defeat,  instead  of  carrying  into  effect,  the  intention  of  Congress, 
and  therefore  it  cannot  be  admitted.  When  ascertained  as  re- 
quired by  law,  the  intention  of  Congress  was,  that  gains,  profits, 
and  income  received  within  the  income  year,  from  the  sources 
therein  defined,  should  be  subject  to  the  prescribed  taxation, 
whether  such  gains,  profits,  or  income  were  derived  from  any 
kind  of  property,  rents,  interest,  dividends,  salaries,  or  from  any 
trade,  profession,  employment,  vocation,  owned,  collected,  pur- 
sued, or  followed  for  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  income  year. 

All  such  gains,  profits,  or  income  received  within  that  year 
prior  to  the  2d  of  July  were  liable  to  taxation,  under  the  interr 
nal-revenue  laws,  subject  to  the  deductions  which  those  laws 
allowed  in  ascertaining  the  aggregate  amount  as  the  basis  for  the 
computation  of  the  tax.  In  ascertaining  the  aggregate  amount 
of  the  gains,  profits,  or  income  liable  to  such  taxation,  the  same 
deductions  were  required  to  be  made,  as  would  have  been  if  the 
testatrix,  instead  of  having  deceased,  had  ceased  on  that  day  to 
be  the  owner  of  any  property,  and  for  the  residue  of  the  income 
year  had  received  nothing  as  gains,  profits,  or  income  within  the 
meaning  of  those  laws. 

Argument  is  unnecessary  to  show  that  all  the  gains,  profits,  or 
income  received  by  the  decedent,  within  that  income  year,  are 
tiiose  which  accrued  prior  to  July  2,  and  that  it  would  be  ab- 
surd to  suppose  that  she  continued  to  own  property  after  that 
day,  or  that  she  sustained  any  subsequent  loss,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  those  laws.  The  principal  objection  to  this  theory  is,  that 
the  death  of  the  testatrix  occurred  before  the  time  appointed  for 
making  the  required  return ;  and  the  argument  is,  that  in  that 
state  of  the  case  no  return  can  be  required  by  her  legal  repre- 
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seutatives.  All  guardians  and  trustees,  whether  as  executors, 
administrators,  or  in  any  other  fiduciary  capacity,  are  required 
under  the  law  then  in  force  to  make  and  render  a  list  or  return, 
in  such  form  and  manner  as  the  commissioner  should  prescribe, 
to  the  assistant  assessor  of  their  district,  of  the  amount  of  gains, 
profits,  or  income  of  any  minor  or  person  for  whom  they  acted 
as  guardian  or  trustee.     13  Stat,  at  Large,  480. 

Taxes  or  duties  on  incomes  thereby  imposed  are  required  to 
be  levied  on  the  1st  of  May,  and  the  provision  is,  as  before  ex- 
plained, that  they  shall  be  due  or  payable  on  or  before  the  30th 
of  June  in  each  year.     13  Stat,  at  Large,  283. 

Guardians  are  required  to  make  return  for  their  wards,  trus- 
tees for  their  cestuis  que  trusty  and  executors  or  administrators  for 
whom  they  act.  Suggestion  is  made  that  the  testatrix,  after  her 
decease,  was  not  a  person  residing  in  the  United  States,  but  the 
suggestion  is  quite  too  technical  to  be  entitled  to  weight,  as  the 
executor  in  the  case  of  a  will  is  the  legal  representative  of  the 
deceased,  and  by  virtue  of  his  appointment,  and  the  probate  of 
the  will,  is  bound  to  execute  the  trust  reposed  in  him,  by  the 
terms  of  the  will  and  the  testamentary  laws  of  the  State. 

He  is  bound  to  collect  all  debts  which  are  due,  or  which  fall 
due  to  the  decedent,  and  to  pay  all  debts  due  from  the  decedent, 
or  which  fall  due  after  his  decease,  unless  the  assets  of  the  estate 
are  insufficient.  Such  taxes  as  accrued  before  the  decease  of  the 
testator  or  testatrix  are  a  debt  against  the  estate,  and  as  such 
must  be  paid  by  the  executor  out  of  the  assets  of  the  estate. 
Liability  to  taxation  arises,  and  in  some  sense  it  may  be  said  that 
the  taxes  accrue,  at  the  time  the  gains,  profits,  and  income  pass 
into  the  hands  of  the  recipient.  Return  is  required  in  every 
case  before  the  day  of  levy,  so  that  it  is  clear  that  the  tax  is  due, 
that  is,  the  recipient  of  the  gains,  profits,  and  income  is  liable  for 
it  before  it  is  assessed,  as  the  return  is  only  to  ascertain  whether 
the  liability  exists,  and  its  extent.     13  Stat,  at  Large,  225. 

Evidently  such  liability,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  accrues  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  recipient  of  the  gains,  profits,  and  income, 
and  at  his  or  her  decease  it  passes  over  to  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator as  a  debt  against  the  estate.    Where  the  recipient  dies 
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within  the  year,  he  or  she  cannot  make  any  return,  and  the  duty 
of  making  it  in  that  event  devolves  on  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, as  the  legal  representative  of  the  deceased.  The  require- 
ment of  the  law  is,  that  the  return  shall  be  made  in  the  collec- 
tion district  where  the  person  resides  upon  whom  the  duty  of 
making  it  is  imposed ;  and  it  seems  but  a  reasonable  construction 
of  that  provision,  to  hold  that  in  cases  like  the  present,  it  may 
include  the  executor  or  administrator,  as  no  return  can  be  made 
by  the  actual  recipient  of  the  gains,  profits,  or  income.  Concede 
that  an  executor  or  administrator  under  that  provision  may  be 
regarded  as  a  trustee,  still  the  argument  is,  that  it  is  impossible  to 
regard  him  as  the  trustee  for  the  decedent,  which  perhaps  is  a 
sound  proposition  as  a  technical  rule ;  but  ho  is  the  legal  repre- 
sentative of  the  deceased,  and  as  such  is  bound  to  collect  the  dues 
and  pay  the  debts,  and  administer  the  estate,  which  is  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  proposition  as  applied  to  the  case  before  the  court. 
Internal-revenue  taxes  are  also  levied  on  persons  having  in  charge 
or  trust  as  executors,  administrators,  or  trustees  any  legacies  or 
distributive  shares  arising  from  personal  property,  where  the 
whole  amount  shall  exceed  $  1,000  in  actual  value ;  and  the  ar- 
gument is,  that  those  taxes  in  case  of  deceased  persons,  dying 
within  the  income  year,  are  a  substitute  for  the  income  taxes 
required  to  be  paid  by  persons  in  full  life ;  but  it  is  impossible  to 
adopt  the  proposition,  as  the  legacy  and  succession  taxes  are 
entirely  distinct  from  the  taxes  on  gains,  profits,  and  incomes. 
13  Stat,  at  Large,  287. 

Income  taxes  accrue  on  gains,  profits,  or  income  received  by 
the  testator  or  intestate  in  his  lifetime  ;  but  legacy  and  succession 
taxes  accrue  subsequent  to  the  death  of  such  testator  or  intes- 
tate. A  suit  may  be  maintained  against  a  collector  of  internal 
revenue,  to  recover  back  taxes  illegally  exacted,  if  the  payment 
was  made  under  written  protest  to  prevent  a  distraint  of  the 
plaintifiTs  property ;  but  the  taxes  in  this  case,  under  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  were  in  judgment  of  law  legally  assessed 
against  the  plaintiff  as  executor  of  Sylvia  Ann  Howland,  de- 
ceased. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  for  the  costs  of  suit. 

▼oL.  ni.  10 
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The  Union  Sugar  Repineby  v.  Francis  0.  Mathiesson. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  LOWELL,  JJ. ' 

Upon  the  finml  hearing  of  a  oante  in  equity,  a  final  decree  was  entered,  and  the  cause 
referred  to  a  master,  to  take,  and  state  to  the  court,  an  account  of  all  gains  and  profits 
made  by  the  defendants.  No  report  was  made  by  the  master,  but  the  following  entries 
were  made  upon  the  docket:  **  May  27th.  Master*s  certificate  upon  settlement  of  inter- 
rogatories, with  state  of  facts,  and  schedule  filed.**  *'  Roll  containing  nine  drawhigs 
filed  with  certificate.**  '*  May  Slst  Exceptions  to  master's  certificate  and  report  filed.*' 
Ordered,  that  the  fih'ngs  entered  by  the  clerk  be  stricken  out,  and  that  tlxe  seyeral 
papers  filed  be  returned  by  the  clerk  to  the  master. 

Explanation  of  the  correct  practice  in  this  circuit,  where  a  cause  has  been  referred  to  a 

master  to  state  an  account. 
In  case  the  decretal  order  was  ambiguous,  the  master  might  haye  authority  to  report  the 

case  back  for  more  specific  instructions. 
The  court  might  have  power  to  revise  each  act  of  the  master,  as  it  progressed,  but  such 

a  practice  would  be  productive  of  delay,  and  will  not  receive  countenance  from  the 

court. 
When  a  suit  hi  equity  has  been  heard,  neither  party  has  a  right  to  file  any  paper  in  the 

cause,  except  by  leave  of  court 
The  correct  method  is,  for  a  master,  if  possible,  to  complete  his  investigations  under  the 

rules,  make  up  his  draft  report,  file  it  in  the  clerk's  office,  and  give  time  for  the  parties  to 

make  their  objections  thereto. 

The  decree  in  this  case  was  as  follows :  — 

It  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  letters-patent, 
dated  January  27, 1863,  granted  to  the  complainant  as  assignee 
of  Gustavus  A.  Jasper,  for  an  improvement  in  purifying  and 
cleansing  sugar,  is  a  good  and  valid  patent;  that  said  Jasper 
was  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvements  therein 
described  and  claimed ;  that  the  defendant  has  infringed  upon 
the  said  patent  and  the  exclusive  right  of  the  complainant  there- 
under ;  that  the  complainant  recover  of  the  defendant  all  gains 
and  profits  by  him  made  from  his  infringement  of  the  said  pat- 
ent by  his  unlawful  using  of  the  patented  invention  in  purifjring 
and  cleansing  sugars,  at  any  time  since  January  18, 1864  ;  that 
the  complainant  recover  of  the  defendant  his  costs  and  charges 
in  this  suit  to  be  duly  taxed ;  that  it  be  referred  to  George  S. 
Hillard,  Esquire,  one  of  the  masters  of  this  court,  residing  in 
the  city  of  Boston,  to  take  and  state  to  the  court  an  account  of 
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ail  such  gains  and  profits  made  by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid ; 
that  the  complainant  in  such  accounting  have  the  right  to  cause 
an  examination  of  said  defendant  ore  tenuSj  or  otherwise,  and  also 
the  production  of  all  books,  vouchers,  and  documents  relative 
and  pertinent  to  such  accounting;  and  that  said  defendant 
attend  for  such  purpose  before  caid  master,  from  time  to  time, 
as  said  master  may  direct ;  also,  that  an  injunction  according  to 
the  prayer  of  this  bill  be  issued  against  the  said  defendant,  to 
stand  until  the  further  order  of  this  court. 

B.  H.   CurtUj   Chauncetf  Smithy  Q-eorge  H.  Preston^   0.  W. 
Huniingdan^  for  complainant 

£.  W.  Stoughtonj  Robert  Oilchrist^  Jr.y  Causten  Broumey  A.  C. 
WaMum^  W.  P.  Walleyy  for  respondent. 

Clifford,  J.  Strong  doubts  are  entertained  whether  the  case 
is  properly  before  the  court,  under  circumstances  which  will 
authorize  it  to  make  any  order  therein.  The  cause  went  to 
final  hearing  upon  pleadings  and  proofs,  and  the  conclusion 
of  the  court  was  expressed  in  the  decree  entered  on  the  occa- 
sion. The  substance  of  the  decree  was,  that  the  inventor  was 
the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvements  described  in 
the  patent ;  that  the  defendant  had  infringed  upon  the  patent ; 
that  the  complainant  should  recover  of  the  defendant  all  gains 
and  profits  made  by  him  from  his  infringement  of  the  patent, 
by  his  unlawful  use  of  the  invention,  in  purifying  and  cleansing 
sugar,  after  the  time  alleged  in  the  bill ;  that  the  cause  be  re- 
ferred to  a  master,  to  take,  and  state  to  the  court,  an  account  of. 
all  such  gains  and  profits  made  by  the  defendant ;  that  the 
complainant  in  such  accounting  should  have  a  right  to  cause 
the  examination  of  the  defendant  ore  tenus,  or  otherwise,  and 
also  the  production  of  all  books,  vouchers,  and  documents  rela- 
tive and  pertinent  to  such  account;  and  that  the  defendant 
attend  for  such  purpose  before  the  master  from  time  to  time 
as  the  master  may  direct. 

No  report  has  been  made  by  the  master,  but  we  find  upon  the 
docket  the  following  entries  :  — 

"  May  27th.     Master^s  certificate  upon  settlement  of  inter- 
rogatories with  state  of  facts  and  schedule  filed."    ^^  Boll  con- 


148  MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT.- 

Union  Sugar  Refinery  v.  Mathiesson. 

taiiiing  nino  drawings  filed  with  the  above  certificate."  *'  May 
31st.  Exceptions  to  master's  certificate  and  report  filed." 
These  are  all  the  entries  that  need  to  be  referred  to  at  this 
time. 

When  a  suit  in  equity  has  been  heard  and  submitted  to  the 
court  for  decision,  neither  party  has  a  right  to  file  any  paper  in 
the  cause  except  by  leave  of  the  court.  Such  prohibition  com- 
mences at  the  date  of  the  submission  of  the  cause  to  the  court, 
and  continues  throughout  the  period  that  it  remains  upou  the 
docket  thereafter.  The  master  may  report  back  the  cause  to  the 
court  at  any  time  when  he  has  completed  his  investigations  ;  and 
it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  allow  him  to  file  his  report 
without  any  new  order  from  the  court,  as  the  right  to  do  so  is 
implied  from  the  decree,  referring  the  cause  to  him  for  the  pur- 
pose specified  in  the  decree. 

No  report  has  been  made  in  this  case  by  the  master,  although 
the  docket  entry  describes  the  first  paper  filed  as  the  "  master's 
certificate  upon  the  settlement  of  interrogatories,  with  statement 
of  facts  and  schedule."  Referring  to  the  paper,  it  appears  that 
the  master,  upon  settling  certain  interrogatories  to  bo  pro- 
pounded to  the  defendant,  made  the  following  memorandum  in 
his  own  office :  "  May  22,  1867.  Upon  argument,  the  above 
interrogatories  arc  settled  and  allowed,  and  state  of  facts  setting 
forth  the  defendant's  objection  to  the  interrogatories  are  here- 
with filed,  marked  *  A,'  with  my  initials  and  with  this  date  " 
(signed  by  the  master).  Nevertheless  it  is  true  that  no  report 
of  the  case  has  been  made  by  the  master  to  the  court ;  and  the 
cause  is  still  pending  before  the  master.  Our  impressions  are, 
that  the  proceeding  is  irregular,  and,  if  allowed,  would  work 
very  considerable  inconvenience.  Besides,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that  it  is  a  departure  from  the  usual  course  in  equity  suits,  at 
least  in  this  circuit.  We  are  not,  however,  inclined  to  place 
our  decision  entirely  nor  even  chiefly  upon  that  ground  on  the 
present  occasion. 

The  better  practice,  as  the  court  thinks,  is  for  the  master  to 
complete  his  investigations  under  the  rules  prescribed  by  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  in  accordance  with  the  usual  course  of  pro- 
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ceeding  in  equity  cases  in  this  circuit.     The  usual  course  is, 
that  the  master  allow  both  parties,  if  they  desire,  to  introduce 
testimony  upon  the  subject  of  damages.     He  hears  them  fully, 
and  when  he  has  taken  all  the  testimony,  heard  the  parties,  and 
come  to  a  conclusion,  he  makes  a  draft  of  his  report  in  the 
premises,  and  shows  it  to  the  parties,  or  files  it  in  the  clerk's 
office,  and  gives  time  for  the  parties  respectively  if  they  see  fit,  to 
make  their  objections  to  the  drafted  report.     When  those  objec- 
tions arc  made,  it  becomes  his  duty  to  consider  or  reconsider,  as 
the  case  may  be,  the  questions  involved  in  those  objections  ;  and 
if,  upon  full  consideration,^  he  is  still  of  the  opinion  that  he  was 
right  in  the  conclusions  formed  and  stated  in  the  drafted  report, 
he  then  makes  his  final  report,  and  the  parties'have  a  right  to 
file  their  exceptions  to  the  final  report,  founded  upon  the  pre- 
vious objections  made  to  the  draft  report,  and  then  the  whole 
matter  comes  back  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  adjudication  upon 
the  master's  report.     Either  party  may  set  down  the  case  for 
hearing  upon  the  exceptions  to  the  master's  report.     Both  par- 
ties may  except;  both  may  object  in  the  first  instance  to  the 
draft  report,  and  both  parties  may  afterwards  except  to  the  final 
report.     They  are  entitled  to  be  heard  upon  all  the  questions 
which  have  arisen  before  the  master,  provided  they  are  embraced 
in  their  objections  and  in  their  exceptions. 

When  the  exceptions  are  filed,  if  either  party  desires  the  evi- 
dence to  be  reported,  they  request  the  master  to  report  it  in  whole 
or  in  part,  as  the  case  may  be.  It  is  the  usual  course  for  the 
master  to  comply  with  such  a  request ;  but  if  neither  party 
makes  the  request,  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  master  to  report 
the  evidence  at  all.  He  may  or  may  not,  in  his  discretion,  as  he 
sees  fit.  If  he  does  report  the  evidence  at  the  request  of  one  or 
both  parties,  it  then  becomes  the  duty  of  the  court,  if  there  be 
proper  exceptions,  to  review  the  questions  of  fact  embraced  in 
the  report  as  well  as  the  questions  of  law.  But,  if  the  evidence 
is  not  reported,  the  court  does  not  review  the  facts,  but  simply 
re-examines  the  questions  of  law.  Such  has  been  the  practice 
in  this  circuit  as  far  back  as  the  knowledge  of  the  justices  now 
holding  the  court  extends ;  and.  there  has  been  no  departure 
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from  the  practice,  since  either  of  us  came  into  the  court,  within 
the  recollection  of  either  member  of  it. 

Authorities  are  referred  to,  very  properly,  by  the  respondent  in 
this  case  as  showing  that  exceptional  cases^  have  occasionally 
arisen,  which  support  the  course  adopted  on  this  occasion  as  a 
correct  course.  Our  attention  has  been  drawn  to  those  cases, 
more  especially  to  those  referred  to  in  the  Circuit  Court  reports 
of  this  circuit ;  but  we  think  they  do  not  sustain  the  course 
adopted  in  this  case.  One  of  the  cases,  which  was  a  suit  at  law, 
contains  some  remarks  of  Judge  Story,  which  at  first  reading 
might  seem  to  afford  some  countenance  to  the  supposed  right  of 
a  party  to  bring  back  from  a  master  questions  arising  there  for 
the  preliminary  consideration  of  the  Circuit  Court.  That  was, 
as  before  remarked,  a  suit  at  law.  It  was  a  case  of  interroga- 
tories and  cross-interrogatories  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  under 
the  rules  regulating  the  taking  of  testimony  in  suits  at  common 
law.  The  usual  course  of  practice  in  that  class  of  cases  has 
been  for  the  party  objecting  to  any  interrogatory  to  note  his 
objection  under  the  interrogatory  and  to  allow  it  to  go,  reserving 
the  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  in  case  the  depo- 
sition should  be  taken  and  duly  returned  and  offered  in  evi- 
dence at  the  trial ;  but  it  must  be  admitted  in  that  case  that 
the  interrogatories  were  reported  to  the  court,  were  before  the 
court,  were  presented  to  the  court,  and  received  the  consider- 
ation of  the  presiding  justice.  Looking  at  his  remarks,  how- 
ever, it  is  quite  clear  that  nothing  practically  useful  to  either 
party  would  possibly  grow  out  of  adopting  the  course  there  pur- 
sued as  a  general  rule  of  practice,  because  Judge  Story  held 
that  he  would  look  at  the  interrogatories,  and,  if  they  presented 
any  question  of  doubt,  he  would  decline  to  decide  it,  and  would 
postpone  the  matter  until  the  trial,  when  the  parties  could  be 
heard,  and  when  they  could  save  their  rights  by  exceptions  ;  and 
if,  upon  looking  at  the  interrogatories,  they  were  manifestly 
immaterial  or  incorrect,  he  would  correct  the  error.  Two  things 
are  very  clearly  to  be  inferred  from  those  observations :  first,  the 
judge  would  not  examine  them  unless  they  were  plainly  incor- 
rect or  immaterial,  and  then,  if  he  did  examine  them  at  that 
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stage  of  the  case,  and  made  any  correction,  the  parties  would  be 
without  remedy,  as  perhaps  it  is  obvious  they  would  be.  Ex- 
ceptions can  only  be  taken  in  common-law  suits  at  the  trial. 
They  must  be  made  before  the  jury  retire ;  they  must  be  re- 
duced to  writing;  they  must  be  sealed  by  the  judge.  They 
may  be  drawn  out  after  the  jury  has  retired  ;  but  they  must  be 
taken  during  a  trial,  noted  on  the  minutes  of  the  judge,  and  sub- 
sequently drawn  out  and  sealed  by  the  judge,  or  they  have  no 
validity,  and  will  not  be  examined  in  the  appellate  court.  Taken 
as  a  whole,  therefore,  our  conclusion  is,  that  that  decision  does 
not  furnish  any  substantial  support  to  the  views  of  the  respon- 
dent in  this  case. 

We  are  inclined  to  go  a  step  further  in  respect  to  that  decision, 
that  it  may  not  be  a  subject  of  misapprehension  hereafter.  Some 
inquiries  have  been  made,  and  we  cannot  find  that  any  such 
general  practice  has  ever  prevailed  in  the  circuit.  Indeed  we 
learn  of  no  other  case  of  the  kind.  No  such  practice  prevailed 
in  the  time  of  my  predecessor,  as  I  learn,  and  nothing  of  the 
kind  since  I  have  been  in  court,  a  period  now  of  ten  years ;  but 
the  uniform  course  has  been  to  allow  the  party  to  go  to  the 
clerk's  office,  and  make  his  objections  under  the  interrogatories, 
and  save  all  his  rights  to  be  decided  by  the  court  at  the  triaj. 
Otherwise  the  court  would  be  settling  moot  questions  very  fre- 
quently, as  it  often  happens  that  interrogatories  are  filed,  and  the 
deposition  never  taken,  and  perhaps  it  still  oftener  happens  that 
ihey  are  filed,  and  the  deposition  taken,  but  so  irregularly  taken 
that  it  cannot  be  received  in  evidence.  It  is  only  necessary  to 
settle  those  questions  when  the  deposition  has  been  taken,  is 
offered  in  evidence,  and  is  in  a  condition  to  be  admitted  to  the 
jury ;  then  the  question  arises,  what  portion  of  the  statements 
of  the  deponent  are  proper  evidence  and  have  been  properly 
taken? 

Some  other  cases  have  also  been  cited,  one  in  which  the  master 
in  a  chancery  suit,  the  late  Professor  Greenleaf,  made  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  questions  which  arose,  the  interrogatories,  and  the 
matters  were  reported  to  Judge  Story.  The  master  expressed 
the  opinion  that  the  deposition  ought  to  be  taken  (I  refer  to  the 
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case  of  Gass  v.  Stinson),  and  the  case  shows  that  Judge  Story 
ordered  the  commission  to  issue.  The  interrogatories  in  that 
case  were  to  witnesses,  not  to  either  of  the  parties;  and  the 
master  in  chancery,  apparently  entertaining  some  doubt,  sent 
the  matter  to  the  judge  at  chambers,  because  imder  the  rules  of 
that  day  the  order  for  the  commission  must  go  from  the  court ; 
there  being  in  chancery  suits  no  provisions  for  its  issue  by  the 
clerk,  which  at  a  later  period  the  rules  authorized  the  clerk  to 
make  in  common-law  suits.  The  conclusion  of  the  court  in  that 
case,  although  affording  more  countenance  to  the  course  adopted 
in  this  than  any  case  the  court  has  examined,  is  not  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  practice. 

In  fact  our  conclusion  is,  that  in  general  die  practice  here- 
tofore pursued  and  described  by  the  court  is  the  correct  prac- 
tice in  equity  suits,  and  is  the  general  course  of  practice  that 
the  court  will  require  to  be  followed,  unless  in  some  very  special 
cases. 

We  do  not  decide  that  if  the  decretal  order  was  ambiguous  and 
indefinite,  or  incomplete,  the  master  might  not  have  authority 
to  report  the  case  back  for  more  specific  instructions.  We  do 
not  express  any  decided  opinion  upon  that  point,  because  the 
case  is  not  before  us.  In  this  case  there  is  no  suggestion  that 
the  decretal  order  is  not  sufficiently  comprehensive,  and  if  the 
suggestion  was  made  our  conclusion  is  that  it  could  not  be  sus- 
tained. The  decretal  order  is  in  the  usual  form  in  this  class  of 
cases,  and  contains  the  several  allegations  which  the  court  have 
required  to  be  inserted  in  such  orders  after  a  good  deal  of  con* 
sideration. 

Three  times  this  court  itself  has  corrected  a  decretal  order 
because  it  was  ambiguous,  —  twice  in  this  district  and  once  in  the 
Rhode  Island  District,  in  a  case  wliere  a  very  large  amount  was 
involved.  The  report  of  the  master  there  was  in  favor  of  the 
complainant ;  but  upon  looking  at  the  decretal  order  when  the 
report  came  in,  the  court  saw  that  one  of  the  clauses  of  the 
order  was  quite  ambiguous,  and,  perceiving  that  its  phraseology 
had  escaped  the  attention  of  the  court  at  the  time,  the  court  of 
.ts  own  motion  corrected  the  decretal  order  by  a  new  order,  and 
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recommitted  the  cause  to  the  master,  and  the  whole  subject  was 
revised  and  a  report  brought  in  greatly  more  satisfactory  to  the 
court.  The  first  correction  of  the  kind  in  this  district  now 
resting  in  my  memory  was  in  the  case  of  JBbtve  v.  Williams^ 
where,  through  inadvertence  in  consequence  of  the  first  draft 
having  been  lost  by  the  counsel,  after  it  had  been  fully  exam- 
ined and  settled  by  the  court,  a  new  draft  was  prepared,  vary- 
ing its  phraseology;  and  when  that  case  came  back  from  the 
master,  the  court,  for  the  first  time  in  this  district,  corrected,  took 
out  the  ambiguity  from  the  decretal  order,  and  sent  it  back  to 
the  master.  No  doubt  is  entertained  of  the  power  of  the  court 
in  that  behalf. 

We  are  not  now  deciding  that  the  court  might  not  have  the 
power  to  revise  each  act  of  the  master- as  it  progressed,  pro- 
vided it  was  referred  back  in  a  formal  report  by  the  master. 
But  we  do  decide  that  such  a  practice  would  be  productive  of 
great  delays,  and  will  not  receive  any  countenance  from  the 
court.  My  opinion  is  that  the  general  practice  which  has  been 
pursued  in  this  circuit  is  for  the  interest  of  all  concerned,  and 
until  it  can  be  clearly  seen  that  it  can  be  amended  to  the  ad- 
vantage of  the  parties  litigant,  and  in  a  manner  to  promote  the 
convenience  of  the  court,  we  must  adhere  to  that  practice. 

Sudden  changes  in  practice,  especially  in  equity  suits,  are  not 
advisable.  Great  care  is  necessary  in  equity  suits  in  following 
closely  the  rules  of  the  court  and  the  settled  course  of  prac- 
tice. Otherwise  the  bar  would  become  confused  and  the  court 
find  itself  involved  in  difficulties  far  greater  than  need  be, 
if  the  regular  course  of  practice  is  pursued.  Some  experience 
at  the  bar,  and  more  in  the  courts,  in  this  court  and  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  has  convinced  the  presiding  justice  of  the  groat 
benefit  of  a  careful  adherence  to  the  usual  practice  in  equity 
smts.  Tliey  sometinios  continue  for  a  considerable  length  of 
time ;  parties  deceabe,  supplemental  bills,  amendments  to  bills, 
and  answers,  and  new  proofs,  are  introduced;  and  in  these 
different  stages,  unless  there  is  a  pretty  close  adherence  to  the 
known  rules  of  practice,  confusion  is  apt  to  ensue ;  and  it  is 
hardly  necessary  to  remark  that,  whenever  a  case  is  involved  in 
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confusion,  it  is  embarrassing  to  the  bar,  and  still  more  embar- 
rassing to  the  court. 

We  feel  more  satisfaction  in  announcing  this  conclusion  in 
this  important  case,  because  we  are  utterly  unable  to  see  how 
the  respondent  who  brings  the  case  here  for  the  consideration  of 
the  court,  on  this  occasion,  can  possibly  sufiTer  any  ultimate 
detriment.  The  power  of  the  court  to  revise  any  and  every 
irregularity  before  the  master  is  full  and  ample,  and  can  in  our 
view  of  the  matter  be  best  exercised  when  we  have  them  before 
us  with  the  whole  case.  Take  any  litigation  of  this  volume  in 
evidence  and  pleadings  and  it  would  be  quite  difficult  for  the 
judges  to  decide  an  isolated  point  to  their  own  satisfaction,  with- 
out looking  at  the  whole  or  nearly  the  whole  record ;  as  the 
consideration  of  one  point  necessarily  must  have  a  bearing 
greater  or  less  upon  other  parts  of  the  same  record. 

We  should  be  exceedingly  reluctant  to  lay  down  any  rule  in 
equity  which  could  embarrass  the  parties  or  the  bar ;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  we  do  not  hesitate  to  say,  if  we  could  see  by  any  new 
rule  we  could  adopt  that  there  would  be  less  embarrassment  to 
the  bar,  the  parties,  and  the  court,  we  should  adopt  such  new 
rule,  but  our  impressions  are  that  innovations  ought  to  be  very 
carefully  considered.  Even  the  Supreme  Court,  in  one  or  two 
instances,  have  adopted  a  rule  which  they  thought  to  be  an 
improvement,  and  the  probabilities  are  very  strong  that  they 
will  find  it  necessary  to  revise  the  practice  and  return  to  the 
rules  which  existed  before. 

In  view  of  the  circumstances  our  conclusion  is,  that  the  filings 
entered  by  the  clerk  be  stricken  out,  and  that  the  several  papers 
filed  be  returned  by  the  clerk  to  the  master. 
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Eliza  Walker,  in  Equity,  v.  Joseph  S.  Beal  et  ah. 

The  (Srouit  Court  in  this  district  has  jarisdiction  to  grant  relief  under  a  bill  praying  for 
tn  account  of  certain  funds  received  bj  a  testator  from  the  complainant,  under  a  prom- 
ise to  invest  the  same  for  the  complainant,  where  the  testator  died  in  Bhode  Island,  and 
his  last  will  and  testament  was  proved  there,  but  administration  was  also  granted  in 
this  State,  where  the  testator  left  real  and  personal  estate  to  a  large  amount 

A  hasband  and  wife  agreed  to  live  separately.  Certain  property  was  transferred  by  the 
husband  to  trustees,  to  pay  the  income  to  the  wife,  upon  condition  that  she  should 
relioquish  her  claims  of  dower  to  purchasers  of  such  portions  of  his  other  real  estate  at 
he  should  sell  during  coverture;  and  if  she  survived  him,  she  should  relinquish  her  right 
of  dower  in  all  the  remainder  of  his  real  estate.  EeH  such  a  trust  may  be  upheld  in  a 
court  oi  equity. 

The  agreement  of  separation  in  this  case  was  not  rendered  invalid  by  the  provision  for  its 
continuance,  should  the  parties  after  the  making  of  it  elect  to  cohabit  Neither  was  it 
suspended  while  they  lived  together.  It  was  evident  from  the  conduct  of  the  parties 
that  they  regarded  the  indenture  as  operative  during  their  cohabitation. 

The  indenture  in  this  case  was  not  solely  based  on  separation.  Temporary  reconciliation 
and  cohabitation  did  not  suspend  its  operation,  because  the  parties  had  expressly  cove- 
nanted that  it  should  not 

Unless  it  be  assumed  that  the  husband  cannot  be  the  trustee  of  his  wife,  in  any  case,  it 
cannot  be  maintained  under  the  indenture  in  this  case  that  the  trust  property  was 
wholly  discharged  of  the  trust,  by  the  payment  of  the  rents,  income,  etc.  to  the  com- 
plainant,  or  that  these,  when  paid  by  her  to  her  husband,  became  his  property. 

The  husband  in  this  case  received  from  her  the  rents,  income,  etc.  of  the  trust  property, 
under  an  agreement  to  invest  it  for  her  and  her  children.  Such  an  arrangement  made 
the  husband  the  trustee  of  the  wife. 

The  complainant  was  not  precluded  from  setting  up  her  claim  by  the  indenture  of  com- 
promise, she  being  a  mere-  formal  party  to  the  adjustment,  and  the  purpose  of  the 
instrument  being  to  effect  an  adjustment  between  the  heirs-at-law  and  the  residuary 
legatees,  and  there  having  been  no  concealment  of  this  claim  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
plainant 
Acceptance  by  the  complainant  of  the  provision  made  for  her  in  her  husband's  will  is  not 
io^msistent  with  her  claim  under  the  agreement  of  separation,  because  the  declared 
intention  of  the  testator  was,  that  the  amount  secured  to  the  complainant  in  the  agree- 
ment of  separation,  coupled  with  the  provision  made  for  her  in  his  will,  should  be  in 
fall  for  her  separate  maintenance,  and  in  lieu  of  dower. 

The  complainant  was  the  widow  of  William  J.  Walker,  pf 
Newport,  in  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,  and  the  respondents 
were  the  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  de- 


156  MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT. 

Walker  v.  Beal  d  aU, 

ceased,  as  dulj  constituted  under  the  laws  of  this  Common- 
wealth. 

The  introductory  allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint  were, 
that  the  complainant,  in  the  month  of  September,  1845,  was  the 
lawful  wife  of  the  deceased,  and  that  they  both  then  were,  and 
for  many  years  previously  had  been,  inhabitants  of  Charlestown, 
in  this  State  ;  that  at  that  time  and  for  many  months  before  that 
time  he,  the  husband,  had  been  guilty  of  such  extreme  cruelty 
towards  the  complainant,  that  she  ultimately,  on  or  about  the 
15th  of  September  of  that  year,  was  compelled  to  leave  his  home, 
and  no  longer  cohabit  with  him ;  that  his  acts  and  conduct 
toward  her  were  such  that  by  the  laws  of  the  State  she  was  en- 
titled by  reason  thereof  to  prosecute  and  maintain  against  him  a 
suit  for  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  and  to  be  decreed  in  such 
suit  a  liberal  and  suitable  allowance  for  alimony;  that  being 
about  to  institute  proceedings  for  such  divorce,  he,  in  order  to 
induce  her  to  forbear  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect,  and  to 
avoid  a  decree  against  him  for  such  alimony,  proposed  to  execute 
an  agreement  with  the  complainant  tliat  they  should  live  separate 
and  apart  from  each  other,  and  to  provide  for  her  support  and 
maintenance  by  a  conveyance  of  real  and  personal  estate  to 
trustees,  with  power,  and  whose  duty  it  should  be,  to  appropriate 
the  income  thereof  for  that  purpose. 

Based  upon  those  introductory  averments,  the  bill  of  complaint 
proceeded  to  allege  that  the  complainant  accepted  the  proposition 
of  her  husband,  then  in  full  life,  and  that  the  indenture  embody- 
ing the  ^erms  of  the  same,  and  which  was  annexed  to  the  bill  of 
complaint,  was  on  the  24th  of  February,  1846,  duly  executed  by 
all  the  parties,  including  the  trustees;  that  property,  real  and 
personal,  to  the  amount  therein  agreed,  was  transferred  to  the 
trustees  therein  named,  in  trust,  that  they  should  pay  the  income 
of  the  same  to  the  complainant  during  her  life,  upon  the  condi- 
tions therein  provided. 

By  the  terms  of  the  indenture  they  covenanted  to  live  separate 
and  apart  from  each  other  during  coverture,  unless  they  should 
thereafter  elect  to  live  together,  as  the  provision  assumed  they 
might  do ;  and  the  complainant  also  agreed,  that  if  her  husband 
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should  sell  any  portion  of  his  real  estate  during  her  lifetime,  to 
relinquish  to  the  purchaser  her  claim  of  dower  in  the  same,  and 
after  his  decease  to  release  her  dower  or  right  of  dower  in  all 
hb  remaining  real  estate,  when  thereto  requested  by  his  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators. 

Subject  to  these  conditions  and  some  others,  not  material  to 
be  mentioned,  the  complainant  accepted  the  provision,  in  full  sat- 
isfaction for  her  support  and  maintenance,  and  of  all  alimony 
during  coverture,  and  covenanted  and  promised  that  she  would 
at  all  times  thereafter  live  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband 
during  coverture,  unless  they  should  thereafter  mutually  agree 
to  live  together.  But  the  express  provision  was,  that  if  they 
"shall  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter  cohabit  and  live  together  as 
heretofore,  these  presents  shall  not  thereby  be  rendered  invalid." 
Oq  the  contrary,  the  stipulation  was,  that  the  trusts  therein  con- 
tained should  in  that  event  be  executed  in  like  manner  as  if  they 
should  live  separate  and  apart. 

Pursuant  to  that  indenture  they  separated,  and  the  complain- 
ant lived  apart  from  her  husband  from  the  date  of  the  instru- 
ment until  the  month  of  April,  1846,  when  at  his  request,  as  she 
alleged,  she  returned  to  live  with  him,  and  continued  to  live  with 
him  until  the  month  of  June,  1860,  when  she  was  compelled  by 
his  cruel  and  harsh  treatment  of  herself  and  daughter  to  cease 
to  live  with  him,  and  ever  after  during  his  life  continued  so  to 
live  separate  and  apart. 

Due  conveyance  was  made  of  the  described  real  and  personal 
property  to  the  trustees,  and  they  covenanted  in  the  same  instru- 
ment that  they  would  collect  the  rents,  interest,  and  income  of 
tlie  same,  and  cause  to  be  paid  out  of  the  trust  property,  rents, 
interest,  and   income,  all  debts  which  the  complainant  might 
thereafter  contract,  and  after  deducting  all  necessary  and  proper 
charges  and  expenses,  to  pay  annually  or  oftener  the  residue  of 
the  rents,  interest,  and  income  to  the  complainant  during  her 
natural  life,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  and  upon 
her  own  order  and  receipt  in  writing. 

The  execution  of  the  indenture  was  admitted,  and  it  was  not 
controverted  that  the  persons  named  as  trustees  in  the  instru- 
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meat  accepted  the  trust,  and  continued  to  execute  the  same 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  until  his  death.  They  col- 
lected the  rents,  interest,  and  income  as  covenanted,  and  the 
proofs  showed  that  in  every  instance,  except  the  first,  they  gave 
the  check  for  the  net  amount  to  the  complainant.  When  they 
were  about  to  make  the  first  semiannual  payment,  the  proof  was, 
that  the  husband  presented  an  order  from  the  complainant  for 
the  amount,  and  it  appeared  that  the  money  was  paid  to  him, 
under  that  order,  he  stating  that  he  had  advised  the  complain- 
ant to  allow  him  to  invest  the  money  for  her  use  and  benefit. 
The  subsequent  payments,  however,  throughout  the  entire  period 
of  the  controversy,  were  without  exception  made  to  the  com- 
plainant. 

The  payments  were  made  in  checks,  and  the  proofs  show  that 
the  checks  were  always  received  by  the  complainant,  and  that 
she  gave  the  proper  receipt. 

The  allegation  of  the  bill  of  complaint  was,  that  the  complain- 
ant, at  the  suggestion  of  her  husband,  and  upon  his  agreement 
to  invest  the  several  amounts  so  received  by  her  from  the  trustees 
for  her  benefit  and  that  of  her  children,  delivered  the  checks  to 
him,  and  that  he  semiannually  received  the  same  from  her,  as 
they  came  to  hand,  promising  at  all  times  to  make  the  invest- 
ment, as  he  had  originally  agreed.  The  proof  of  the  several 
payments  substantially  as  alleged  was  full  and  satisfactory,  as 
they  appeared  in  a  schedule,  signed  by  the  complainant,  and 
found  among  the  papers  of  the  deceased,  which  passed  into  the 
hands  of  his  executors. 

Satisfactory  proof,  also,  was  exhibited  of  the  agreement  of  the 
husband  to  make  the  investment,  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint. The  agreement  was  fully  proved  by  the  uncontradicted 
statements  of  two  credible  witnesses,  whose  testimony  was  cor- 
roborated by  the  exhibit  in  the  case,  which  the  answer  of  the 
respondents  admitted  was  found  among  the  papers  which  came 
into  their  hands  as  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
the  deceased. 

B.  B.  CurtiSy  S.  BartleU^  and  Francis  Bartletty  for  complain- 
ant. 
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By  the  articles  the  agreed  amount  of  property  was  transferred 
to  trustees  in  trust,  to  pay  its  income  to  Mrs.  Walker  during  her 
life,  upon  condition  that  she  should  release  her  possibility  of 
dower  in  any  and  all  real  estate  her  husband  might  sell  during 
his  lifetime ;  and,  if  she  should  suryive  him,  that  she  should 
release  her  right  of  dower  in  his  estate.  The  settlement,  there- 
fore, was  made  by  him,  and  accepted  by  her,  not  merely  in  lieu 
of  alimony  which  she  could  have  had  decreed  to  her  out  of  his 
then  large  estate,  and  as  being  about  the  amount  he  had  received 
in  her  right  from  her  father's  estate,  but  in  place  of  her  dower. 
And,  therefore,  it  was  expressly  stipulated  that  if  the  parties 
should  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter  cohabit  together  as  here- 
tofore, these  presents  shall  not  be  thereby  rendered  invalid  ;  but 
the  trusts  herein  contained  shall  be  executed  (subject  to  the 
conditions  as  to  her  release  of  dower)  in  like  manner  as  if  the 
parties  should  live  separate. 

It  is  settled  law  that  siich  a  trust,  either  with  or  without  the 
covenant  of  the  trustees  to  indemnify  the  husband  against  the 
wife's  debts,  is  founded  on  valuable  consideration ;  is  valid,  and 
is  not  terminated  by  the  subsequent  cohabitation  of  the  parties. 
Campion  v.  Collinsony  2  Bro.  C.  C.  377 ;  Worrall  v.  Jacoh^  3 
Meriv.  266 ;  Jee  v.  Thurhw,  2  B.  &  C.  547  ;  WiUon  v.  Mushett, 
3  B.  &  Ad.  743  ;  Webster  v.  Webster ^  23  Eng.  Law  &.  Eq.  216 ; 
and  17  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  278  ;  Bundle  v.  Gould^  8  El.  &  Bl.  457  ; 
Babeock  v.  Smith,  22  Pick.  61. 

The  separation  having  continued  some  months  after  the  exe- 
cution of  the  articles,  Mrs.  Walker  returned  to  her  husband  at 
his  request,  as  he  expressed  it,  "  as  a  visitor  or  guest." 

While  so  living  together  the  transactions  took  place  out  of 
which  arose  the  trusts  on  which  this  bill  is  founded. 

It  is  clear  that  a  husband  may  be  a  trustee  for  his  wife.  All 
that  is  necessary  is  that  he  should  agree  to  become  so,  and 
although  the  agreement  be  made  between  him  and  her  alone, 
the  trust  will  attach  upon  him  in  the  same  manner  and  under 
the  same  circumstances  that  it  would  if  he  were  a  mere 
stranger.  2  Story's  Eq.  §  1380 ;  Neves  v.  Scott,  9  How.  212. 
Such  agreement  imposes  the  character  of  a  trustee  on  the 
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husband  even  when  there  is  no  valuable  consideration,  and  it  is 
made  concerning  property  belonging  to  him.  A  fortiori  when 
there  is  a  valuable  consideration,  and  it  is  made  concerning  her 
separate  property.  2  Kent  Com.  168,  and  cases  cited ;  Wood- 
ward V.  Woodward^  8  Law  Times,  n.  8.  749  ;  Qrant  v.  Orantj  9 
Law  Jour.  N.  s.  802  ;  2  Law  Times,  N.  8.  721. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  facts  proved  by  the  evidence 
in  the  record,  it  is  clear  that  the  husband  took  from  his  wife  her 
income,  which  was  her  separate  estate,  under  an  express  agree- 
ment to  invest  it  for  her  use,  and  made  himself  her  trustee  for 
that  purpose. 

The  objection  that  the  suit  should  have  been  brought  in  Rhode 
Island  is  untenable. 

The  scope  of  the  bill  is  to  charge  the  estate  of  the  defendant's 
testator  with  a  trust,  and  to  procure  a  decree  in  favor  of  the 
complainant  as  a  creditor,  for  that  sum  of  money  which  may  be 
found  duo  to  her  on  an  account  of  such  trust. 

The  contracts  out  of  which  the  trust  arose  were  all  made  in 
Massachusetts,  between  persons  then  domiciled  here. 

The  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States,  as  courts  of  equity, 
have  jurisdiction  over  executors  and  administrators,  when  the 
parties  are  citizens  of  diflFerent  States.  GreerCs  Administrator  v. 
Creighton  et  al.,  23  How.  90.  And  they  administer  the  equity  law 
recognized  by  the  Constitution,  and  not  the  merely  local  law  of 
any  State.  Nevea  v.  Scottj  13  How.  272,  and  cases  there  referred 
to  ;  Harvey  v.  Richards y  1  Mas.  381. 

B.  F,  Thomas  and  H.  C.  Hutchins^  for  respondents. 

There  is,  defendants  submit,  no  real  equity  to  support  the 
plaintiflTs  claim. 

The  indenture  of  trust  was  made,  as  plaintiff  expressly  al- 
leges, to  provide  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  income  was  to  be  "  devoted  to  that  purpose." 

Mrs.  Walker  accepted  the  provision  for  her  support  and  main- 
tenance. 

Her  claim  now  is  for  the  income  of  the  fund  during  the  period 
of  reconciliation,  wlien  the  plaintiff  was  living  with  and  wholly 
supported  by  her  husband ;  when  she  got  precisely  that  which 
it  was  the  object  of  the  indenture  to  secure. 
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The  plaintiff  says  she  ought  to  have  both  support  and  income. 

The  claim  is  made  at  a  time,  and  under  circumstances,  which 
cannot  fail  to  excite  the  deepest  suspicion  and  distrust.  Fry  on 
Specific  Performance,  155  ;  CoUon  y.  Thompsony  2  Wheat.  836. 

It  is  first  made  twenty  years  after  the  oral  promises  are  alleged 
to  have  been  made. 

It  is  made,  for  the  first  time,  after  the  death  of  Dr.  Walker. 

Not  till  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  not  till  after  her  in- 
terest  is  secured  under  the  will,  not  till  after  the  compromise 
between  the  heirs-at-law  and  the  residuary  legatees,  to  which 
she  was  a  party,  is  this  claim  set  up. 

The  making  of  the  promise  upon  which  the  bill  rests  is  not  so 
clearly  established  that  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce  it. 

The  agreement  contained  in  the  indenture  of  separation  must 
stand,  if  at  all,  as  a  voluntary  agreement  of  husband  and  wife, 
to  live  separately  and  apart  from  each  other  during  their  cover- 
ture.    It  is  expressly  so  declared  in  the  written  contract. 

The  plaintiff  and  her  husband  resided  in  Massachusetts  when 
the  agreement  for  separation  was  made,  the  indenture  executed, 
and  the  moneys  delivered,  for  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover. 
The  validity  of  the  contract  and  the  effect  of  the  payments  must 
therefore  be  determined  by  the  law  of  Massachusetts. 

This  indenture  of  separation  would  not,  we  submit,  have  been 
upheld  and  enforced  by  tlie  courts  of  Massachusetts. 

The  question  affecting  the  marriage  relation,  and  its  rights  and 
duties,  is  peculiarly  one  of  State  policy,  of  the  lex  loci.  Story  on 
Con.  of  Laws,  §§  276,  280  ;  Be  Conche  v.  Saratur^  3  Johns.  Ch. 
190  ;  Blanchard  v.  Bussdly  13  Mass.  1 ;  Anstruther  v.  Adair^  3 
Myl.  &  K.  513. 

Though  the  invalidity  of  articles  of  voluntary  separation  be- 
tween husband  and  wife  has  not  been  the  subject  of  express 
decision  in  Massachusetts,  the  recent  tendencies  and  premoni- 
tions of  the  cases  are  all  in  that  direction.  See,  among  others, 
Ames  V.  Chew,  5  Met.  320,  323  ;  Alhee  v.  Wyman,  10  Gray,  222. 

Tlie  recognition  of  their  validity  has  been  deeply  regretted, 
whenever  and  wherever  made.  Lord  St.  John  v.  Lady  St,  John^ 
11  Ves.  526,  536,  537 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  Juris.  1427, 1428  \Ewm 

TOI..  III.  11 
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\.  Uvans,  1  Hag.  85 ;  Joe  v.  Thurston^  2  B.  A  C.  647  ;  Durant 
V.  Tiliey,  7  Price,  577. 

If  the  agreement  was  not  void,  it  was  annulled  or  siaspended 
during  the  period  of  the  reconciliation  and  the  cohabitation  of 
the  parties  thereto ;  because  the  agreement  was  based  on  separa- 
tion, and,  by  the  reconciliation,  new  obligations  arose  inconsist- 
ent with  separation.  St.  John  v.  St.  Johrtj  11  Yes.  526 ;  Shelford 
on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  629 ;  Bunter  v.  Bryantj  2  Wheat.  82 ; 
Weitmeath  v.  Salisbury^  5  Bligh,  N.  B.  889 ;  Olancey  on  Hus- 
band and  Wife,  414 ;  Fletcher  v.  Fletcher,  2  Cox,  Ch.  99  ;  Jee  v. 
Thurhw,  2  B.  &  C.  550 ;  WeBtmeath  v.  We%tmeaih,  1  Dow.  &  CI. 
519 ;  Bright's  Husband  and  Wife,  849 ;  Hindley  v.  WeHmeathy  6 
B.  C.  200 ;  Wells  v.  Stout,  9  Cal.  479 ;  Beyer  v.  Burger,  Hoff. 
Ch,  1 ;  Shelthar  v.  Gregory,  2  Wend.  422 ;  SlaUer  v.  SlatUr,  1 
Yo.  &  Coll.  Exch.  28,  85 ;  Webster  v.  Webster,  17  Eng.  Law  & 
Eq.  278. 

The  provision  of  the  indenture  of  separation,  that  subsequent 
cohabitation  should  not  render  the  agreement  invalid,  does  not 
control  the  disposition  of  the  income,  while  the  plaintiff  received 
her  support  and  maintenance  under  her  husband's  roof  and  out 
of  his  money.  The  actual  maintenance  by  the  husband,  the 
parties  living  together,  was  a  satisfaction  in  equity  of  the  agree* 
ment  that  the  income  of  the  trust  fund  should  be  devoted  to  that 
purpose.    Hunter  v.  Bryant,  2  Wheat.  82. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  require  the  husband  to  account  for 
the  income  of  the  separate  estate  of  liis  wife,  which  the  husband, 
with  the  consent  of  his  wife,  has  been  accustomed  to  receive. 
2  Story's  Eq.  Juris.  §  1896 ;  Hunter  v.  Bryant,  2  Wheat.  82 ; 
Squire  v.  Vean,  4  Brown  C.  C.  826. 

The  income  of  the  trust  fund,  when  paid  to  the  complainant 
by  the  trustees,  became  wholly  discharged  of  the  trust.  The 
trustees  had  fully  performed  their  duty  in  relation  to  it ;  and  the 
money  thus  paid  to  her  as  income,  when  paid  by  her  to  her  hus- 
band, became,  by  the  laws  of  Massachusetts  then  in  force,  the 
property  of  her  husband.  Allen  v.  Wilkins,  8  Allen,  821 ;  Lord 
V.  Parker,  8  Allen,  129 ;  Edwards  v.  Stephens,  8  Allen,  815 ; 
Ingham  v.  White,  4  Allen,  412. 
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The  acceptance  by  the  complainant  of  the  provision  made  for 
her  in  the  will  of  her  husband  is  inconsistent  with  the  claim  she 
now  makes. 

GuFFOBD,  J.  The  reasonable  inference  from  tlie  agreement  is, 
that  it  was  executed  at  the  request  of  the  husband,  and  that  it 
was  kept  by  him  as  a  voucher  to  show  that  certain  sums  were  to 
be  deducted  from  the  amounts  received  by  him  from  the  com- 
plainant, as  the  net  rents,  interest,  and  income  of  the  trust 
property.  Viewed  in  that  light,  the  paper  affords  strong  con- 
firmation of  the  testimony  of  the  daughter,  and  of  the  trustee, 
whose  deposition  is  in  the  record. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  of  complaint  is  for  an  account,  and  it  is 
very  clear  that  it  ought  to  be  granted,  unless  the  defences,  or  some 
one  or  more  of  them,  as  set  up  in  the  answer,  can  be  sustained. 

The  respondents  object,  in  the  first  place,  that  inasmuch  as 
the  testator  had  his  domicile  in  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,  the  Circuit  Court  here  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  grant  the  relief  prayed  for  in  this  case.  Undoubtedly  the 
fact  is,  that  the  testator  died  at  Newport  in  that  State,  and  it 
appears  that  his  last  will  and  testament  was  duly  proved  in  the 
State  of  his  domicile,  but  the  answer  admits  that  administration 
was  also  granted  here,  and  that  the  testator  left  in  this  State,  as 
well  as  the  State  of  his  domicile,  real  and  personal  estate  to  a 
large  amount.  Insolvency  is  not  suggested  even  in  argument, 
and  the  sufiiciency  of  the  assets  here  is  abundantly  proved.  The 
settled  law  of  this  State  is,  that  the  assets  received  and  invento- 
ried by  the  executors  here  are  liable,  under  such  circumstances, 
to  the  just  claims  of  the  citizens  of  the  State,  to  the  full  amount. 
Richards  v.  Dutchj  8  Mass.  506 ;  Oen.  Stat.  508,  §  89  ;  Dawes  v. 
Heardj  8  Pick.  127. 

Citizens  of  other  States  also,  where  it  appears  that  the  estate 
is  solvent,  may  by  proper  proceedings  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
district  enforce  their  claims  against  such  assets,  as  it  is  well 
settled  that  those  courts,  as  courts  of  equity,  have  jurisdiction 
over  executors  and  administrators,  in  such  a  case,  where  the 
parties  are  citizens  of  different  States.  OrairCs  Administrator  v. 
Creighton  et  aLj  23  How.  104  ;  Harvey  v.  Richards^  1  Mas.  881. 
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Coming  to  the  construction  of  the  indenture,  the  primary 
suggestion  of  the  respondents  is,  that  it  is  merely  a  voluntary 
agreement  of  husband  and  wife  to  live  separately  and  apart  from 
each  other  during  coverture ;  but  it  is  quite  evident  that  the 
proposition  cannot  be  sustained.  Irrespective  of  the  parol  test!- 
mony,  it  appears  b;  the  terms  of  the  indenture  that  the  trust 
property  was  granted  and  transferred  to  the  trustees,  upon  the 
condition  that  the  complainant  should  accept  the  provision,  as  a 
full  consideration  for  her  covenant  to  relinquish  all  claims  of 
dower  to  purchasers  of  any  portion  of  his  real  estate,  if  sold 
duribg  coverture,  and  to  release  her  right  of  dowef  to  his  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators  after  his  decease.  The  terms  of  the 
instrument  also  required  that  she  should  accept  the  trust  pro- 
vision as  a  full  satisfaction,  not  only  for  her  support  and  main- 
tenance, but  also  as  a  full  satisfaction  of  all  alimony  whatsoever 
during  her  coverture.  The  legal  effect  of  the  covenant  to  live 
separate  and  apart  is,  that  they  would  continue  so  to  live,  unless 
they  should  thereafter  elect  to  live  together ;  but  they  mutually 
covenanted  with  each  other  that  if  they  should  thereafter  cohabit 
and  live  together,  the  indenture  should  not  thereby  be  rendered 
invalid,  but  that  the  trusts  should  be  executed,  subject  to  the 
conditions  as  expressed,  in  like  manner  as  if  they  should  live 
separate  and  apart.  The  intention  of  the  parties  clearly  was, 
that  the  effect  and  operation  of  the  indenture  should  continue 
during  coverture,  without  suspension  or  interruption,  and  with- 
out the  possibility  of  its  becoming  invalid,  except  upon  breach  of 
condition.  Suppose  that  be  so,  still  it  is  insisted  by  the  respon- 
dents that  the  indenture  is  void,  as  a  mere  voluntary  agreement 
to  live  separate  and  apart,  because,  as  they  contend,  the  proof  of 
consideration  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint  is  insufficient 
and  unsatisfactory.  The  statement  of  the  answer  upon  that 
subject  is,  that  the  respondents  are  ignorant  whether  or  not 
their  testator  entered  into  the  indenture  for  the  reasons  alleged 
in  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  therefore  they  can  neither  admit 
nor  deny  those  charges.  The  express  allegation  of  the  bill  of 
complaint  is,  that  the  husband  prior  to  the  date  of  that  instru- 
ment had  been  guilty  of  such  extreme  cruelty  to  his  wife  that 
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she  was  entitled  to  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  and  to  a  lib- 
eral allowance  for  alimony. 

Cruel  treatment  is  proved  bjr  the  daughter,  in  unmistakable 
terms,  if  she  is  to  be  believed.  When  asked  whether  he  was 
kind,  or  otherwise,  to  her  mother,  she  answered  that  she  did  not 
remember  the  time  when  he  did  not  treat  her  mother  cruellj ; 
and  she  proves  that  the  complainant  received  personal  violence 
from  her  father,  and  that  he  compelled  the  mother  and  daughter 
to  leave  his  house,  without  any  just  cause.  Unless  the  witness 
can  be  considered  as  impeached,  or  in  some  way  discredited,  the 
introductory  allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint  are  fully  proved. 
Careful  attention  has  been  given  to  the  inquiry,  and  the  court 
has  not  been  able  to  perceive  any  just  grounds  to  hold  that  the 
witness  is  not  entitled  to  belief. 

Satisfactory  proof  has  been  exhibited  in  the  record  derived 
from  the  testimony  of  another  witness  that  the  husband  con- 
fessed that  his  wife  had  left  him  just  before  the  date  of  the 
indenture,  and  that  she  had  employed  counsel  to  obtain  a  divorce 
and  separate  maintenance.  Passages  also  in  the  indenture,  and 
in  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  deceased,  afford  confirmation 
of  the  statement  of  the  witness  ;  and  the  conclusion  of  the  court 
is,  that  the  witness  is  not  discredited. 

Courts  of  equity  have  for  a  great  length  of  time  refused  to 
acknowledge  the  common-law  rule  that  a  married  woman  is  inca- 
pable of  taking  real  and  personal  estate,  and  holding  the  same  to 
her  own  separate  and  exclusive  use.  Arrangements  of  the  kind 
are  usually  made  throiigh  trustees,  appointed  for  the  purpose,  to 
whom  the  property  real  and  personal  is  conveyed,  for  her  sole 
and  exclusive*  use,  but  it  has  long  been  settled  that  the  inter- 
vention of  trustees  is  not  indispensable.  Whenever  real  or  per- 
sonal property  is  given  or  devised  or  settled  upon  a  married 
woman,  either  before  or  after  marriage,  for  her  separate  and 
exclusive  use,  without  the  intervention  of  trustees,  the  rule  in 
equity  is,  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  shall  be  carried  into 
effect,  and  that  the  wife's  interest  shall  be  protected  against  the 
marital  rights  and  claims  of  the  husband,  and  also  those  of  his 
creditors.    2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  1380. 
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Here  the  property  was  transferred  to  trustees  in  trost,  to  pay 
the  income  to  the  cestui  que  trusty  upon  condition  that  she  should 
relinquish  her  claims  of  dower  to  purchasers  of  such  portions  of 
his  real  estate  as  he  should  sell  during  coverture ;  and  if  she  sur- 
vived him,  that  she  should  release  her  right  of  dower  in  all  the 
remainder  of  his  real  estate.  Such  a  trust,  it  is  insisted  by  the 
respondents,  cannot  be  upheld  in  a  court  of  equity,  but  the  court 
is  not  able  to  concur  in  that  proposition.  The  views  of  the 
respondents  appear  to  be,  that  the  indenture,  even  if  considered 
as  divested  of  the  clause  which  provides  that  it  shall  not  be 
rendered  invalid,  should  the  parties  thereafter  cohabit  and  live 
together,  is  nevertheless  void,  as  contrary  to  public  policy.  Ob- 
jections of  that  sort  have  frequently  been  urged,  but  they  have 
as  often  been  overruled  as  they  have  been  presented  for  consid- 
eration. Regrets  have  been  expressed  by  judges  that  the  rule 
had  not  been  settled  otherwise ;  but  as  often  as  the  question  has 
been  presented  in  the  later  cases,  another  decision  has  been 
added  to  the  list  confirming  it,  until  it  may  be  said  that  it  is 
universally  established.  Compton  v.  CoUinsony  2  Brown  C.  0. 
377  ;  Worrall  v.  Jacoby  8  Mer.  266  ;  Jee  v.  ThurhWy  2  B.  A  Cr. 
546 ;  Webster  v.  Webstery  23  L.  &  Eq.  216 ;  Wilson  v.  Marhaty 
3  B.  &  Ad.  743 ;  Bundle  v.  Gouldy  8  El.  &  Bl.  457 ;  Bdbooek  v. 
Smithy  22  Pick.  61 ;  Hunt  v.  Hunty  5  Law  Times,  778. 

Special  objection  is  made  to  the  provision  of  the  indenture, 
that  it  shall  not  be  invalid  in  case  the  parties  should  hereafter  elect 
to  cohabit  and  live  together,  as  withdrawing  all  motive  from  the 
husband  for  a  reconciliation  and  return  of  his  wife.  Doubt  can- 
not be  entertained  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Where  the 
instrument  contains  no  such  clause,  it  might  well  be  argued  that 
it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  it  should  continue  in 
force  in  case  of  subsequent  cohabitation,  but  every  such  sug- 
gestion is  shown  to  be  groundless  by  the  terms  of  this  instru- 
ment. Equally  groundless  is  the  suggestion  that  it  was  sus- 
pended during  the  period  the  complainant  lived  in  the  house 
with  her  husband,  whether  she  lived  there  as  agent,  or  as  the 
wife  of  her  husband.  She  returned  to  live  with  her  husband  at 
his  request,  and  it  was  while  they  were  so  living  together  that 


OCTOBER  TEBM,  1868.  167 


Walker  v.  Beal  et  als. 


the  payments  of  the  rents,  interest,  and  income  of  the  trust 
property  were  made,  and  that  the  checks  for  the  same  were 
received  by  the  husband,  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 
Webster  v.  WebsteTy  4  De  G.  M.  &  Q.  487. 

The  clear  inference  from  the  conduct  of  both  parties  is,  that 
they  alike  regarded  the  indenture  as  valid  and  operative,  and  the 
conduct  of  the  trustee  speaks  the  same  language.  The  error  of 
the  argument  for  the  respondents  consists  in  the  assumption  that 
the  indenture  was  solely  based  on  separation.  Granting  that 
theory,  there  would  be  great  weight  in  the  argument,  but  the 
court  has  endeavored  to  show  that  the  indenture  cannot  properly 
receive  that  construction.  Temporary  reconciliation  and  subse- 
quent cohabitation  did  not  so  annul  or  suspend  the  operation  of 
the  instrument,  because  the  parties  had  expressly  covenanted 
that  it  should  not,  and  the  trust  properly  remained,  affected  by 
that  covenant.    Bundle  v.  Gouldj  8  EI.  &  Bl.  457. 

Such  being  the  fact,  it  is  quite  clear  that  none  of  the  author- 
ities cited  to  the  point,  by  the  respondents,  have  any  proper  appli- 
cation to  the  case. 

The  next  proposition  of  the  respondents  is,  that  the  rents, 
interest,  and  income  of  the  trust  property,  when  paid  to  the  com- 
plainant by  the  trustees,  became  wholly  discharged  of  the  trust, 
and  that  the  money  thus  paid  to  her,  as  rent,  interest,  and 
income,  when  paid  by  her  to  the  husband,  became  the  property 
of  the  husband.  When  the  payments  were  made  to  the  com- 
plainant, the  several  sums,  as  the  proposition  concedes,  were  so 
paid  on  account  of,  and  for  the  net  rents,  interest,  and  income  of 
the  trust  property. 

The  next  point  made  is,  that  the  rents,  interest,  and  income 
became  discharged  of  the  trust  when  the  husband  was  suffered 
by  the  wife  to  receive  the  checks  and  to  collect  the  money.  Un- 
less it  be  assumed  that  the  husband  cannot  be  the  trustee  for 
his  wife  in  any  case,  the  proposition  ought  not  to  be  sustained, 
as  it  would  give  effect  to  a  positive  fraud.  Delivery  of  the 
checks  was  made  to  him,  in  every  case,  upon  his  unconditional 
assurance  that  he  would  invest  the  money  for  her  benefit  and 
that  of  her  children,  and  in  the  belief  induced  by  his  own  rep- 
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resetitations  that  he  was  more  competent  to  transact  business 
than  the  wife,  to  whom  the  funds  belonged. 

But  the  husband  may  be  trustee  for  his  wife  of  gifts  to  her 
from  others,  or  of  the  rents,  interest,  and  income  of  property 
given  by  himself  to  her  in  trust,  and  lawfully  held  by  trustees, 
for  her  sole  use  and  beneQt.  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  1880  ;  3  Kent 
Com.  163. 

Gifts  from  the  husband  to  the  wife  may  be  supported  as  her 
separate  property,  if  they  be  not  prejudicial  to  creditors,  even 
without  the  intervention  of  trustees.  Nevers  et  al.  v.  Scott  et  oZ.,  9 
How.  22  ;  Bundle  v.  Gould,  8  El.  &  Bl.  457  ;  Woodward  v.  Wood- 
wardj  8  Law  Times,  N.  s.  749  ;  Orant  v.  Grants  12  Law  Times, 
N.  s.  721 ;  Riley  v.  Riley,  25  Conn.  154 ;  Turner  v.  Nye  et  al.  7 
Allen,  181;  Wallis  v.  Stone,  9  Cal.  479;  Dallinger'%  Case,  35 
Penn.  St.  357. 

All  the  checks  came  from  the  trustees  as  payments  for  the 
rents,  interest,  and  income  of  the  trust  property,  and  the  proof 
is  entirely  satisfactory  that  the  husband  received  the  avails,  as 
belonging  to  the  wife,  under  the  indenture,  and  agreed  to  invest 
it  for  her  benefit  and  that  of  her  children.  Such  arrangement 
imposes  on  the  husband  the  character  of  trustee,  especially  in  a 
case  where  it  is  concerning  her  separate  property,  and  where  to 
hold  otherwise  would  sanction  misrepresentation  and  fraud. 
Consent  of  the  complainant  that  her  husband  should  receive  the 
checks,  and  collect  the  money  as  his  own  property,  was  never 
given,  and  he  never  received  the  money  with  any  such  under- 
standing.   Bell  on.  H.  &  W.  525,  526,  531,  534. 

Should  the  court  overrule  those  defences,  the  next  objection  of 
the  respondents  is,  that  the  complainant  is  precluded  from  setting 
up  the  claim,  by  the  indenture  of  compromise.  But  the  answer 
made  by  the  complainant  to  the  proposition  is  decisive.  She  was 
a  mere  formal  party  to  the  adjustment,  and  it  concerned  only  the 
residue  of  the  estate,  after  the  payment  of  all  debts,  liabilities, 
and  legacies.  The  purpose  of  the  instrument  was  to  effect  an 
adjustment  between  the  heirs-at-law  and  the  residuary  legatee, 
and  as  there  was  no  concealment  of  this  claim  on  the  part  of  the 
complainant,  the  defence  of  estoppel  is  not  maintained. 
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The  only  remaining  objection  is,  that  the  acceptance  by  the 
complainant  of  the  provision  made  for  her  in  the  will  of  the  hus- 
band is  inconsistent  with  the  claim  she  now  makes;  but  the 
court  is  not  able  to  adopt  that  conclusion,  or  perceive  that  it  finds 
any  support  in  the  provisions  of  the  will.  On  the  contrary,  the 
declared  intention  of  the  testator  was,  that  the  amount  secured 
to  his  wife  in  the  indenture,  coupled  with  the  provision  made  for 
her  in  his  will,  should  be  in  full  for  her  separate  maintenance, 
and  in  lieu  of  dower. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  none  of  the  defences  set  up  in  the 
answer  can  be  sustained,  and  that  the  complainant  is  entitled  to 
a  decree  for  the  amount. 


Hettt  H.  Robinson  v.  Thomas  Mandell  et  al. 

If  tb«  respondent  haye  no  personal  knowledge  of  Uie  matter  set  forth  in  any  particular 
sllegation  of  the  bill  of  complaint,  a  denial  by  the  respondent  npon  information  and 
belief  is  sufficient  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  complainant  to  proye  the  same. 

Hie  obTioos  purpose  of  the  act  of  July  16, 1862,  as  to  the  competency  of  witnesses  in  the 
United  States  courts,  was  to  bring  the  State  and  Federal  courts  into  a  more  harmonious 
eonrse  of  decision  upon  this  subject 

The  effect  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1866,  was  to  produce  diyersity  between  the  rules  of  de- 
cision, in  the  State  and  Federal  courts. 

By  the  act  of  March  8, 1866,  it  is  provided,  that  neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify 
sgainst  the  other,  under  the  circumstances  described  in  the  act,  unless  called  by  the 
opposite  party,  or  required  to  testify  by  the  court. 

The  seyeral  acts  of  Congress,  as  to  the  competency  of  witnesses,  indicate  an  intent  upon 
the  part  of  Congress  to  legislate  that  evidence  of  title  to  real  estate  and  rules  of  decision 
in  all  controyenies  affecting  rights  of  property  shall  be  the  same  in  the  Federal  and 
State  courts  of  the  same  State  and  district 

Where  an  executor  or  administrator  is  a  party  under  the  law  of  this  State,  the  other  party 
cannot  be  admitted  to  testify  in  his  own  favor,  unless  the  contract  was  originally  made 
with  a  party  who  was  living,  and  competent  to  testify,  and  therefore  the  complainant 
in  this  case  was  not  a  competent  witness  to  testify  to  any  transaction  with,  or  statement 
by,  the  testatrix. 
Equity  acknowledges  the  rule  that  a  representation  made  by  one  party  for  the  purpose  of 
influencing  the  conduct  of  the  other  party  will  in  general  be  sufficient  to  entitle  such 
other  party,  if  induced  to  act  upon  such  representation,  to  relief. 
Such  representations  must  be  proved  by  the  party  who  alleges  they  were  made. 
In  tiiis  case  it  was  held  that  the  alleged  contract  that  the  complainant  and  Sylvia  Ann 
Howland  were  to  exchange  wills,  and  neither  to  make  any  new  will,  without  first  return- 
ing to  the  other  the  will  thus  received,  was  not  proved. 
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Where  two  persons  agree  to  make  mutual  wills,  and  both  execute  the  agreement,  it  it  ktU 

that  neither  can  properly  make  a  will  without  notice  to  the  other. 
Equity  only  interposes  to  enforce  the  agreement 
In  this  case  there  was  no  competent  evidence  to  show  that  there  was  any  agreement  as  to 

the  making  of  mutual  wills,  and  there  was  nothing  on  the  fiue  of  the  instraments  to 

warrant  any  such  conclusion. 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity,  setting  up  a  special  contract  for  an 
exchange  of  wills  between  the  complainant  and  Sylvia  Ann  How- 
land,  and  that  neither  should  make  any  other  will  without  notice 
to  the  other,  and  the  return  of  other's  will.  Complainant 
alleged  that  she  was  the  niece  and  sole  heir-at-law  of  Sylvia  Ann 
Howland,  deceased,  leaving  a  will  disposing  of  her  estate  ;  that 
in  the  month  of  September,  1860,  she,  the  complainant,  was  pes- 
sessed  in  her  own  right  of  property  derived  from  her  mother, 
who  was  the  sister  of  the  testatrix ;  that  her  aunt,  then  in  full 
life,  was  at  that  time  at  variance  with  the  father  of  the  complain- 
ant, and  was  desirous  of  excluding  him  from  inheriting,  by  will 
or  otherwise,  from  the  complainant  any  part  of  the  property  she 
so  derived  from  her  mother,  and  to  exclude  him,  in  case  she,  the 
complainant,  should  survive  her  aunt,  from  inheriting  any  part 
of  the  property  that  she,  at  the  decease  of  her  aunt,  should 
derive  from  her  aunt's  estate.  Actuated  by  those  motives,  the 
bill  of  complaint  alleged  that  the  said  Sylvia  Ann  at  the  same 
time  requested  the  complainant  to  make  a  will  disposing  of  her 
estate,  so  that  in  case  of  her  decease  before  her  father,  he  should 
not  in  any  manner,  by  will  or  otherwise,  inherit  any  part  of  the 
property  so  derived,  or  to  be  derived,  and  promised  the  complain- 
ant, if  she  would  comply  with  the  request,  that  she,  the  decedent, 
would  make  her  will  in  favor  of  the  complainant ;  and  the  alle- 
gation was,  that  it  was  at  the  same  time  mutually  agreed  between 
the  parties  that  the  respective  wills,  so  to  be  made,  were  to  be 
exchanged,  and  that  each  was  to  have  possession  of  the  will  of 
the  other,  and  that  neither  was  to  make  any  other  will  without 
notifying  the  other,  and  returning  the  other's  will  so  to  be  held 
in  exchange. 

Performance  of  the  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  complainant 
was  also  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 

The  substance  and  effect  of  those  allegations  was,  that  the 
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complainant,  in  pursuance  of  her  promise,  did,  on  the  same  day, 
make  and  execute  a  will  in  due  form,  by  which  all  the  property 
she  then  had,  or  might  -thereafter  acquire,  was  given  and  devised 
to  her  issue  if  any,  and  in  default  thereof  to  charitable  uses,  and 
that  she  did  thereby  exclude  her  father  from  all  benefit  from  the 
will,  as  specially  requested  by  her  aunt,  so  that  in  event  of  her 
decease  before  her  father,  he  would  not,  by  inheritance  or  other- 
wise, be  entitled  to  any  part  of  her  estate ;  that  the  will  so  made 
and  executed  was  delivered  to  her  aunt,  by  whom  it  was  kept 
during  her  lifetime,  and  among  whose  papers  it  was  found  after 
her  decease. 

Part  performance  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  said  Sylvia 
Ann  was  also  alleged,  to  the  eflfect  that  she  at  the  same  time,  in 
conformity  to  her  promise,  caused  a  draft  to  be  made  of  her  own 
will,  which  was  not  then  completed ;  but  the  averment  is,  that 
the  completion  of  the  same  was  postponed,  with  the  clear  under- 
standing that  the  will  so  drawn  should  be  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  complainant  under  the  agreement,  whenever  she  should 
request  the  same  to  bo  done ;  and  she  also  averred  that  she  did 
afterwards  make  that  request,  and  that  the  said  Sylvia  Ann  did^ 
on  the  11th  of  January,  1862,  complete,  sign,  and  duly  execute 
that  draft,  as  her  last  will  and  testament ;  that  before  executing 
the  same  she  signed  the  paper  writing  therein  called  the  second 
page  of  the  will,  and  that  the  same  was  attached  to  the  will 
before  the  will  was  so  signed  and  executed.  Delivery  of  the  will 
so  made  and  executed  to  the  complainant,  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement,  was  also  alleged,  with  the  paper  writing  thereto 
attached ;  and  the  complainant  averred  that  the  will  so  made  and 
delivered  to  her  remained  in  her  possession,  and  that  her  own 
will  was  never  returned  to  her,  and  that  she  was  not  at  any  time 
or  in  any  way  ever  notified  that  the  said  Sylvia  Ann  had  made 
or  was  about  to  mako  ony  other  will. 

The  alleged  breach  of  the  agreement  was,  that  notwithstanding 
her  promises,  the  said  Sylvia  Ann  did  make  another  will,  bearing 
date  September  1,  1863,  appointing  therein  the  first-named 
respondent  as  executor,  and  also  made  a  codicil  to  the  same 
bearing  date  November  18,  1864,  giving  and  devising  a  large 
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part  of  her  property  to  divers  persons  and  corporations,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  complainant,  and  that  she  gave  and  devised  the 
residue  of  her  estate  to  the  other  three  respondents,  in  trust,  to 
pay  the  income  thereof  to  the  complainant  during  her  life ;  and 
that  she  made  no  other  provision  for  the  benefit  of  tlio  complain- 
ant, and  none  whatever  for  her  issue ;  and  that  she  afterwards  on 
the  2d  of  July,  1865,  deceased,  possessed  of  large  real  and  per- 
sonal estates. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  of  complaint  was,  that  the  first-named 
respondent,  as  executor,  might  be  declared  to  hold  the  personal 
estate  in  trust  for  the  complainant,  and  that  the  other  respondents 
might  be  declared  to  hold  the  real  estate  in  trust  for  her  benefit, 
and  that  all  the  respondents  might  be  decreed  to  account  with 
her,  and  to  deliver  to  her  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the 
deceased. 

The  respondents  admitted  that  the  complainant  was  the  niece 
and  sole  heir-at-law  of  Sylvia  Ann  Howland,  but  they  denied 
that  the  latter  was  at  variance  with  the  father  of  the  complain- 
ant. They  not  only  denied  that  any  such  motive  existed  for  the 
alleged  request,  but  averred  that  the  complainant  herself  was  at 
variance  with  her  father,  and  that  she  had  repeatedly  declared 
that  she  would  make  her  will,  and  keep  her  father  from  "  receiv- 
ing any  portion  of  the  property  she  had  derived  from  her 
mother.*' 

Specific  reference  was  also  made  in  the  answer  to  the  several 
allegations  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  in  respect  to  the  wills  and 
the  alleged  agreements,  as  to  the  exchange  and  custody  of  the 
same,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  reproduce  that  part  of  the  answer, 
as  the  respondents  alleged  that  they  had  no  knowledge  whatever 
upon  the  subject.  Unable  to  answer  in  that  behalf  from  knowl- 
edge, they  denied  upon  information  and  belief  "  each  and  every 
of  said  averments  in  said  bill  of  complaint  contained.'' 

Sidney  Bartlett,  B.  R.  OurtiSy  F.  C.  Loring^  for  complainant. 

B.  F.  Thomasj  T.  D.  Eliot,  T.  M.  SteUon,  for  respondents. 

GuFFOBD,  J.  Evidently  the  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the 
bill  of  complaint  is  founded  in  contract,  and  consequently  the 
rights  of  the  parties  must  be  ascertained  from  the  pleadings  and 
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proofs  as  required  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  law  and  equity  appli- 
cable in  such  controversies.  Unless  the  contract  is  admitted  in 
the  answer,  the  burden  of  proof  in  such  a  case  is  upon  the  com- 
plainant  to  prove  the  same  substantially  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of 
complaint.  Where  the  respondent  has  no  personal  knowledge 
of  the  matter  set  fortli  in  any  particular  allegation  of  the  bill 
of  complaint,  a  denial  by  the  respondent  upon  information  and 
belief  is  sufficient  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  complainant  to 
prove  the  same,  and  in  view  of  that  rule  the  burden  to  prove  the 
alleged  contract  in  this  case  is  upon  the  complainant. 

Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  merits  of  the  case  it  becomes 
necessary  to  determine  as  a  preliminary  question  whether  the 
complainant  is  a  competent  witness  in  the  case  in  her  own  favor, 
and  if  so,  to  what  extent,  and  whether  her  testimony  or  any  part 
thereof  as  exhibited  in  her  deposition  taken  at  her  request  is 
admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  alleged  contract.  On  the 
27th  of  March,  1866,  the  complainant  by  petition  represented  to 
the  court  that  the  interests  of  justice  required,  in  her  belief,  that 
she  should  be  allowed  by  the  court  to  testify  generally  as  a  wit- 
ness in  this  case,  and  prayed  that  an  order  to  that  effect  might 
be  passed  by  the  court.  Both  parties  were  heard  on  the  subject 
of  the  petition,  and  on  the  28th  of  June,  in  the  same  year,  the 
court  passed  the  order  against  the  objections  of  the  respondents, 
that  the  complainant  might  be  examined  generally  as  a  witness 
in  the  cause,  reserving  the  questions  as  to  the  competency  of  the 
witness  and  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  for  further  consid- 
eration at  the  final  hearing.  Pursuant  to  that  reservation  the 
several  questions  involved  in  the  petition  were  again  discussed  by 
the  parties  at  the  final  hearing,  and  the  court  will  now  proceed 
to  state  their  final  determination  of  these  several  questions,  and 
the  reasons  upon  which  that  determination  is  founded. 

By  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  16th  of  July,  1862,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  the  court  shall  be  held, 
shall  be  the  rules  of  decision  as  to  the  competency  of  witnesses 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  in  trials  at  common  law,  in 
equity  and  admiralty.  12  Stat,  at  Large,  588.  Prior  to  that 
time,  the  only  provision  in  the  acts  of  Congress  upon  the  subject 
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was  that  contained  in  the  thirty-fourth  section  of  the  Judiciary 
Act,  which  provides  that  the  laws  of  the  several  States,  except 
where  the  Constitution,  treaties,  or  statutes  of  the  United  States 
shall  otherwise  require  or  provide,  shall  be  regarded  as  rules  of 
decision  in  trials  at  common  law  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  in  cases  where  they  apply,  but  it  is  well-settled  law  that 
that  provision  does  not  apply  in  suits  iu  equity,  or  in  causes  of 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction.  1  Stat,  at  Large,  92. 
Although  the  Supreme  Court  decided,  in  repeated  instances,  that 
by  virtue  of  that  provision  the  laws  of  the  States,  and  the  de- 
cisions of  the  State  courts,  were  rules  of  decision  in  the  Federal 
courts  in  common-law  controversies  affecting  the  title  of  property, 
yet  there  was  some  contrariety  of  opinion  whether  an  act  of  the 
State  legislature  providing  that  the  parties  to  the  suit  should  be 
competent  witnesses  had  the  effect  to  qualify  them  as  such  in 
the  Federal  courts.  Undoubtedly  the  intention  of  Congress  in 
enacting  that  provision  was  to  remove  that  doubt  and  to  require 
that  the  rule  of  decision  not  only  in  trials  at  common  law,  but  in 
equity  and  admiralty,  should  be  the  same  in  the  Federal  courts 
as  in  the  State  courts.  The  obvious  purpose  of  the  provision  was 
to  introduce  more  fully  into  the  Federal  courts  the  rules  of  decis- 
ion in  respect  to  all  matters  of  property  and  local  interest,  which 
prevailed  in  the  State  courts,  and  to  bring  the  several  courts  of 
the  Federal  and  State  governments  into  a  more  uniform  and  har^ 
monious  course  of  decision  upon  all  such  subjects. 

The  next  provision  in  the  acts  of  Congress  was  that  passed 
on  the  2d  of  July,  1865,  which  was,  "  that  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  there  shall  be  no  exclusion  of  any  witness  on 
account  of  color,  nor  in  any  civil  actions,  because  he  is  a  party 
to,  or  interested  in,  the  issue  tried."  13  Stat,  at  Large,  851. 
The  immediate  effect  of  the  provision  that  no  witness  should  be 
excluded  in  a  civil  action  because  he  was  a  party  to,  or  interested 
in,  the  issue  tried,  was  to  introduce  diversity  into  the  rules  of 
decision  in  the  Federal  courts,  as  compared  with  the  rules  of 
decision  prevailing  in  the  State  courts  in  the  same  district,  as  will 
be  seen  by  reference  to  the  statutes  of  this  State.  Provision  was 
made  by  the  General  Statutes  of  this  State  (chapter  181,  section 
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14),  that  parties  in  civil  actions  and  proceedings  ....  shall  be 
admitted  as  competent  witnesses  for  themselves  or  any  other 
party,  .  •  •  .  provided  that  where  one  of  the  original  parties  to 
the  contract  or  cause  of  action  in  issue  and  on  trial  is  dead,  the 
other  party  shall  not  be  admitted  to  testify  in  his  own  favor  unless 
the  contract  in  issue  was  originally  made  with  a  person  who  is 
living  and  competent  to  testify,  except  as  to  such  acts  and  con- 
tracts as  have  been  done  or  made  since  the  probate  of  the  will,  or 
the  appointment  of  tlie  administrator.  Gen.  Stat.  (Mass.)  673. 
Certain  exceptions  are  made  in  subsequent  acts  of  the  legisla- 
ture, but  they  are  not  material  in  this  case.  Sess.  Act,  1864,  c. 
304,  §  1 ;  Supp.  to  Gen.  Stat.  361 ;  also  Sess.  Act,  1865,  c.  207, 
§§  1  and  2 ;  Supp.  to  Gen.  Stat.  407.  Like  diversities  were  in- 
troduced by  the  last  two  clauses  of  that  provision  into  the  rules 
of  decision  in  the  Federal  courts  of  many  other  districts,  as  com- 
pared with  the  rules  prescribed  for  the  State  courts  in  the  same 
district  by  the  State  legislature,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter 
into  such  details.  Congress  became  aware  of  the  embarrassment, 
and  on  the  3d  of  March,  1865,  passed  an  amendatory  act  pro- 
viding that  in  actions  by  or  against  executors,  administrators,  or 
guardians,  in  which  judgment  may  be  rendered  for  or  against 
them,  neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify  against  the  other 
as  to  any  transaction  with  or  statement  by  the  testator,  intestate, 
or  ward,  unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by  the  opposite  party,  or 
required  to  testify  thereto  by  the  court.  13  Stat,  at  Large,  533. 
Tlie  material  words  of  the  provision  to  be  considered  in  this  case 
are,  that  neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify  against  the 
other  in  the  cases  and  under  the  circumstances  tlierein  described, 
unless  "  required  to  testify  thereto  by  the  court,"  as  it  is  not 
pretended  that  the  complainant  was  called  to  testify  thereto  by 
the  opposite  party.  Strictly  construed,  the  petition  of  the  com- 
plainant did  not  pray  that  she  might  be  required  by  the  court  to 
testify  in  the  case  as  to  any  transaction  with  or  statement  by  the 
testatrix,  but  as  the  prayer  was  that  an  order  might  be  passed 
that  she  might  be  allowed  to  testify  generally  as  a  witness,  no 
exception  was  taken  to  the  form  of  the  petition,  and  the  order 
as  recited  was  passed,  reserving  to  the  court  the  right  to  deter- 
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mine  the  questions  involved  in  the  petition  at  the  final  bearing  of 
the  case.  The  views  of  the  respondents  at  the  time  the  petition 
was  presented  and  at  the  final  hearing  were,  that  by  the  true 
construction  of  the  phrase  "  unless  required  to  testify  thereto  by 
the  court,"  it  only  had  the  effect  to  save  from  the  operation  of 
the  prohibition  that  neither  party  should  bo  allowed  to  testify, 
the  power  vested  in  the  court  when  sitting  as  a  court  of  equity, 
to  admit  parties  to  be  examined  in  certain  cases  as  universally 
acknowledged  and  frequently  practised  in  equity  courts.  Stated 
in  other  words,  the  proposition  of  the  respondents  is,  that  the  act 
of  Congress  in  question  does  not  authorize  the  examination  of 
the  complainant  in  any  case  where  it  was  not  allowed  in  the 
practice  of  chancery  courts  before  that  provision  was  passed. 
They  contend  that  the  exception,  unless  required  to  testify 
thereto  by  the  court,  means  nothing  more  than  if  it  read,  unless 
required  to  testify  thereto  by  the  court  in  accordance  with  equity 
practice.  Interest  undoubtedly  disqualifies  a  witness  in  an  equity 
suit  as  well  as  in  actions  at  law,  unless  it  is  otherwise  provided 
by  statute.  Gres.  Eq.  Ev.  237  ;  2  Dan.  Chan.  Prac.  (3d  ed.)  885 ; 
1  Smith's  Chan.  Prac.  343;  Eckford  v.  De  Kay,  6  Paige,  565; 
De  Wolf  V.  Johnsorij  10  Wheat.  367.  Leave  may  be  granted  to 
examine  a  party  on  motion,  if  the  motion  is  accompanied  by  an 
afiidavit  showing  that  he  is  not  interested  ;  but  the  order  is  never 
granted  without  saving  all  just  exceptions  for  the  benefit  of  the 
opposite  party.  Gres.  Eq.  Ev.  338 ;  2  Dan.  Chan.  Prac.  (3d  ed.) 
886  ;  Dixon  v.  ParkeVy  2  Ves.  222 ;  3Iurrat/  v.  Shadwell,  2 
V.  &  B.  401 ;  Phillips  v.  Duke  of  Bucks,  1  Vern.  230 ;  Roger- 
son  V.  Whittington,  1  Swans.  39.  Based  on  these  authorities,  the 
argument  for  the  respondents  is,  that  the  only  effect  of  the  last 
exception  in  that  act  of  Congress  is,  that  it  reserves  to  the  Fed- 
eral courts  the  power  which  they  possessed  before  as  courts  of 
equity  to  require  or  allow  a  party  not  interested  to  testify  in  the 
case  ;  but  the  court  is  of  a  different  opinion,  as  the  provision  is 
general  and  applicable  as  well  to  the  District  Court  as  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  and  in  common-law  actions  as  well  as  in  suits  in 
equity.  Cases  have  seldom  or  never  before  occurred  where  the 
right  of  a  party  to  introduce  evidence  in  support  of  the  cause  of 
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action  set  forth  in  his  pleading,  depended  in  any  manner  upon  the 
discretion  of  the  court ;  but  if  Congress  sees  fit  to  make  such  a 
provision,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  the  right  of  a  party  to 
present  such  an  application,  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
hear,  and  determine  it  whenever  it  is  made  in  due  form.  Such 
an  application  is  doubtless  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  but  it  is  a  legal  discretion,  and  our  opinion  is,  that  the 
court,  in  granting  or  refusing  the  application,  ought  to  be  gov- 
erned as  far  as  practicable  by  certain  fixed  rules,  to  be  applied 
in  all  similar  cases.  Intrinsic  difiiculty,  it  is  apprehended,  may 
arise  in  every  attempt  to  define  such  general  rules,  and  perhs^ps 
it  would  be  unwise  to  make  any  such  attempt,  except  when  an 
application  is  before  the  court  calling  for  the  decision  of  the 
court  under  the  power  conferred  by  the  act  of  Congress.  New 
as  the  provision  is,  and  called  upon  as  the  court  is  for  the  first 
time  to  determine  its  tnie  meaning,  the  court  is  not  disposed  to 
go  one  step  beyond  what  the  necessities  of  the  present  case 
require.  Viewed  as  a  whole,  the  several  acts  of  Congress  in 
relation  to  the  competency  of  witnesses  indicate  an  intent  on  the 
part  of  Congress  so  to  legislate  that  the  evidences  of  title  to  real 
estate,  and  the  rules  of  decision  in  all  controversies  affecting 
rights  of  property,  shall  be  the  same  in  the  Federal  courts  as  in 
the  State  courts  of  the  same  State  and  district,  and  the  decisions 
of  the  Supreme  Court  throughout  the  period  since  its  organiza- 
tion tend  strongly  to  the  same  end.  Impressed  also  with  the 
conviction  that  that  course  of  legislation  and  of  decision  has 
been  highly  beneficial,  we  arc  of  the  opinion  that  the  court  ouglit 
not  to  grant  such  an  application  under  the  provision  in  question, 
in  any  case  where  the  cfiect  of  granting  it  would  be  to  adopt  a 
rule  of  decision  in  the  Federal  courts  of  the  district,  different 
from  that  which  the  legislature  of  the  State  has  prescribed  for 
the  government  of  the  State  courts  in  all  similar  cases.  Where 
an  executor  or  administrator  is  a  party,  the  other  party,  under 
the  law  of  the  State,  cannot  be  admitted  to  testify  in  his  own 
favor  unless  the  contract  in  issue  was  originally  made  with  a 
person  who  is  living  and  competent  to  testify,  and  this  court 
decides,  that  in  such  a  case  the  court  will  not  pass  an  order  in  a 

TOL.  m.  12 


178  MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT. 

Robinson  v,  Mandell  et  al, 

controversy  respecting  property,  requiring  the  living  party  to  tes- 
tify in  bis  own  favor  to  any  transaction  with,  or  statement  by,  the 
testator  or  testatrix,  intestate  or  ward,  as  the  case  may  be.  Ob- 
viously the  case  at  bar  falls  within  that  rule,  and  the  decision  of 
the  court  is,  that  the  complainant  is  not  a  competent  witness  in 
this  case  to  testify  to  any  transaction  with,  or  statement  by,  the 
said  testatrix,  and  that  all  such  parts  of  her  dep6sition  as  fall 
within  that  rule  are  rejected  as  inadmissible. 

Unaided  by  the  testimony  of  the  complainant  as  to  any  trans- 
action with,  or  statement  by,  the  testatrix  respecting  the  matters 
in  controversy,  the  riext  question  is,  whether  the  other  evidence 
in  the  case  is  sufficient  to  prove  the  alleged  contract,  and  to  en- 
title the  complainant  to  a  decree  in  her  favor.  The  principal 
breach  of  the  supposed  contract  as  alleged  is,  that  the  said  Sylvia 
Ann  made  another  will  in  which  Thomas  Mandell  is  named  as 
executor,  and  by  which  she  gave  a  large  part  of  her  property  to 
other  parties,  and  devised  the  residue  to  Edward  D.  Mandell, 
George  Howland,  Jr.,  and  William  Gordon,  in  trust,  for  the  pur- 
pose therein  described.  Complainant  also  charges  by  way  of 
evidence,  that  the  said  Sylvia  Ann,  on  one  occasion,  when  ad- 
vised by  the  said  Gordon  to  make  a  will,  stated  that  she  preferred 
not  to  make  a  will  if  she  could  help  it,  on  account  of  the  com- 
plainant, adding  that  she  had  been  obliged  to  promise  the  com- 
plainant that  she  would  not  make  a  will  without  letting  her 
know  it ;  and  the  complainant  also  charges  that  the  said  Sylvia 
Ann  stated  on  another  occasion  to  the  same  person,  that  she  would 
make  a  will  if  it  were  not  for  that  pledge  or  promise  to  the  com- 
plainant ;  and  the  answer  admits  that  these  conversations  did 
take  place  as  alleged.  But  the  respondents  allege  that  at  the 
time  the  last  conversation  took  place,  she  added  that  she  was 
obliged  to  make  the  promise,  because  ^^  she  dinned  me  and  teased 
me  and  gave  me  no  peace  till  I  did."  Due  weight  must  also  be 
given  to  all  such  portions  of  the  deposition  of  the  complainant 
as  are  not  excluded  under  the  rule  hereinbefore  explained.  She 
cannot  be  excluded  as  a  witness  because  she  is  a  party  to  or 
interested  in  the  issue  on  trial.  Her  testimony  as  to  any  trans- 
action with,  or  statement  by,  the  said  testatrix  is  not  admissible, 
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but  all  the  rest  of  the  deposition,  if  otherwise  unobjectionable,  is 
competent  evidence.  She  testifies  in  substance  that  she  dulj 
executed  her  will  of  the  19th  of  September,  1862,  and  that  she 
gave  it  enclosed  in  a  yellow  envelope  to  her  aunt,  and  that  she 
never  saw  it  afterwards  until  "  a  day  or  so  "  after  her  aunt's 
death,  when  it  was  handed  to  her,  in  the  same  envelope,  out  of 
the  closet  where  her  aunt's  trunk  was  kept.  Mrs.  Brownell 
handed  it  to  her,  and  it  was  opened,  as  she  states,  in  a  few  min- 
utes after,  by  Mr.  Green,  who  is  also  a  witness  in  the  case. 

The  statement  of  the  complainant  also  is,  that  the  same  person 
handed  her,  at  the  same  time,  a  white  envelope,  which  contained 
a  copy  of  the  second  page  of  her  aunt's  will,  and  also  a  copy  of 
the  otlier  part  of  the  will,  a  fragment  of  which  only  is  introduced, 
the  residue  having  been  destroyed  by  mistake.     These  several 
exhibits,  together  with  the  supposed  originals,  were  introduced 
in  evidence  by  the  complainant,  and  she  also  examined  Edward 
H.  Green,  whose  testimony  tends  to  confirm  her  statements,  as 
to  the  finding  of  her  own  will  in  the  yellow  envelope ;  and  he 
also  testified  that  she  showed  him  the  papers  in  the  white  en- 
velope, the  evening  after  the  funeral  of  her  aunt,  or  the  next  even- 
ing, in  the  parlor  of  the  house  where  she  died.     Evidence  was 
introduced  by  the  respondents  tending  to  show  that  both  these 
envelopes  were  put  into  the  trunk  of  the  deceased  at  the  request  of 
the  complainant.    Two  witnesses  examined  by  the  respondents 
testified  to  that  effect,  but  their  testimony  also  tended  to  confirm 
to  a  considerable  extent  the  statements  of  the  complainant  as  to 
the  time  when  and  the  place  where  they  were  found,  and  the 
principal  circumstances  attending  the  finding.    The  theory  of  the 
complainant  js,  that  she  made  her  own  will  at  the  request  of  the 
said  Sylvia  Ann,  and  in  the  form  as  requested,  and  that  the  said 
Sylvia  Ann  in  consideration  thereof  promised  the  complainant 
that  she  would  make  her  will  devising  her  estate  or  the  principal 
part  thereof  to  the  complainant,  and  that  they  mutually  agreed 
with  each  other  that  neither  would  make  another  will  without 
first  complying  with  the  conditions  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint.    It  was  also  a  part  of  the  agreement,  as  alleged,  that  the 
respective  wills  should  be  exchanged,  and  the  argument  is,  that 
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all  the  affirmative  stipulations  of  the  coutract  were  fully  per- 
formed, leaving  uothing  executory,  except  the  negative  stipula- 
tion that  neither  should  make  another  will  without  first  notifying 
the  other  and  returning  the  other's  will. 

Entirely  opposite  views  are  submitted  by  the  respondents  in 
respect  to  every  material  element  of  the  alleged  contract.  They 
deny  that  any  such  contract  was  ever  made  by  those  parties,  or 
that  any  such  motive  existed  for  making  it  on  the  part  of  the 
said  testatrix  as  is  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint.  Although 
they  do  not  question  the  genuineness  of  the  will  of  the  com- 
plainant, still  they  deny  in  the  most  positive  terms  that  it  was 
made  at  the  request  of  the  decedent,  or  that  the  latter  in  her 
lifetime  ever  promised  the  complainant,  in  consideration  that  she 
would  comply  with  that  request,  that  she,  the  said  Sylvia  Ann, 
would  make  her  will  and  devise  her  estate  or  any  part  thereof  to 
the  complainant,  or  that  the  parties  ever  mutually  agreed  with 
each  other  that  neither  would  make  another  will  without  first 
giving  notice  to  the  other,  and  returning  the  other's  will,  as 
before  explained.  It  is  also  conceded  by  the  respondents  Uiat 
the  signature  to  the  instrument  described  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint as  the  will  of  the  said  Sylvia  Ann,  dated  January  11, 
1862,  is  genuine  ;  but  they  explicitly  deny  that  the  paper  called 
the  second  page  of  the  will  was  attached  to  that  instrument 
before  it  was  signed,  or  that  it  was  ever  any  part  of  that  instru- 
ment. On  the  contrary,  they  deny  that  it  was  ever  signed  by  the 
said  Sylvia  Ann,  and  insist  that  it  is  a  forgery.  Much  testimony 
was  taken  upon  that  issue  by  the  parties  to  the  suit,  and  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  questions  growing  out  of  it  occupied  several  days  at 
the  final  hearing.  Some  of  the  questions  discussed  were  new, 
and  it  must  be  admitted  that  they  are  highly  important  as  afiect- 
ing  the  rules  of  evidence  in  cases  where  the  genuineness  of 
written  instruments  is  in  contestation,  but  inasmuch  as  it  does 
not  become  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  paper  is  or  is  not 
genuine,  the  court  is  not  inclined  to  decide  those  questions  in 
this  case. 

Viewed  in  any  light,  and  assuming  all  the  papers  to  be  genu- 
ine, the  evidence  fails  altogether,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  to 
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prove  that  any  such  contract  was  made  by  those  parties  as  is 
alleged.  Nothing  of  the  kind  can  be  reasonably  inferred  from 
the  admissions  of  the  answer.  Taken  in  their  widest  sense,  the 
conversations  therein  recited  do  not  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
the  party  represented  as  speaking,  supposed,  or  intended  to 
admit,  that  she  had  ever  entered  into  any  legal  obligation  not  to 
make  a  will,  or  that  she  had  made  any  contract  whatever  with 
the  complainant  within  the  legal  meaning  of  that  word,  much 
less  any  such  contract  as  that  set  forth  as  the  foundation  of  this 
suit.  The  import  of  the  first  conversation,  as  recited  in  the  bill 
and  answer  is,  that  she  preferred  not  to  make  a  will  if  she  could 
help  it,  as  she  had  been  obliged  to  promise  the  complainant  that 
she  would  not  do  so  without  letting  her  know  it ;  but  she  charac- 
terized the  promise  as  a  pledge  in  the  second  conversation,  and 
finally  said  to  the  effect  that  she  was  forced  to  make  the  promise 
to  get  rid  of  constant  importunity.  Such  remarks  in  regard  to 
an  absent  relative  are  quite  too  loose  and  indefinite  to  be  regarded 
as  evidence  of  any  legal  obligation,  especially  as  they  do  not  con- 
tain the  slightest  intimation  of  any  mutual  promise,  or  of  any 
otlier  consideration  recognized  in  the  law  of  contracts. 

Apart  from  the  inferences,  if  any,  which  may  be  drawn  from 
the  wills  in  question,  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  the 
complainant  made  her  will  at  the  request  of  the  aunt,  or  that  the 
aunt,  in  consideration  of  a  compliance  with  any  such  request, 
ever  promised  the  complainant  that  she  would  make  her  will  and 
devise  her  estate  or  any  part  thereof  to  the  complainant,  or  that 
those  parties  ever  mutually  agreed  to  exchange  wills,  and  that 
neither  would  make  another  will  without  first  notifying  the  other 
and  returning  the  other's  will.     Those  several  allegations  com- 
bined constitute  the  foundation  of  the  complainant's  case,  and  if 
they  are  not  proved  the  superstructure  must  fall.    The  supposed 
consideration  for  the  alleged  promise  of  the  decedent  is,  that  the 
complainant,  in  compliance  with  the  request  of  her  aunt,  made 
her  own  will,  devising  her  estate  in  a  way  to  exclude  her  fathei* 
from  all  benefit  under  it,  and  the  proposition  is,  that  having 
framed  and  executed  her  will  as  requested,  on  the  faith  of  her 
aunt's  promise,  that  if  she,  the  complainant,  would  do  so,  the 
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aunt  would  make  her  will  and  devise  her  estate  to  the  complain- 
ant, the  promise  of  the  aunt  is  valid  and  obligatory  as  falling 
within  that  class  of  contracts  constituted  by  a  promise  or  repre- 
sentation made  by  one  person  and  acts  done  by  another,  on  the 
faith  of  such  promise  or  representation.  Fry  on  Spec.  Perf. 
§  187.  Equity  undoubtedly  acknowledges  the  rule  that  a  repre- 
sentation made  by  one  party  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the 
conduct  of  the  other  party  will  in  general  be  sufficient  to  entitle 
that  other  party  to  substantial  relief  in  case  he  or  she  is  thereby 
induced  to  act  upon  it,  and  it  appears  that  the  representation  is 
not  made  good.  Hammersley  v.  De  Bielj  12  Clark  &  Fin.  62, 
note ;  Maunsel  v.  White^  4  H.  L.  Cas.  1056.  Such  promises  or 
representations,  however,  must  be  proved  by  the  party  who 
alleges  that  they  were  made,  and  if  not  proved  his  bill  of  com- 
plaint will  be  dismissed.  The  respondents  deny  that  the  rule 
suggested  has  any  application  to  the  case,  and  insist  that  the  con- 
tract, even  if  proved  as  alleged,  is  void  as  against  public  policy, 
but  in  the  view  taken  of  the  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
that  point,  as  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  contract  is  not 
proved. 

The  views  of  the  complainant  also  are,  that  the  two  wills  set 
forth  in  the  bill  of  complaint  must  be  regarded  as  mutual  wills, 
and  that  those  instruments,  together  with  the  testimony  describing 
the  circumstances  attending  the  finding  of  the  will  of  the  com- 
plainant and  the  copy  of  the  other  will  in  the  trunk  of  the  tes- 
tatrix after  her  decease,  afford  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the 
material  allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  to  entitle  the 
complainant  to  a  decree.  Admission  may  well  be  made  that 
mutual  wills,  as  understood  in  legal  decision,  afford  evidence  of 
a  contract  by  the  respective  testators,  each  with  the  other,  more 
or  less  strong,  in  view  of  the  surrounding  circumstances,  that 
neither  would  revoke  his  will  or  make  another  without  due  and 
seasonable  notice  to  the  opposite  party ;  but  the  insuperable  diffi- 
culty in  the  complainant's  case  is,  that  the  two  wills  under  con- 
sideration are  not  mutual  wills  in  any  proper  sense,  as  recognized 
in  the  law  of  evidence  or  the  decisions  of  the  courts.  Where 
two  persons  agree  each  with  the  other  to  make  mutual  wills,  and 
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both  execute  the  agreement,  it  is  held  that  neither  can  properly 
revoke  his  will  without  giving  notice  to  the  other  of  such  revoca- 
tion. The  death  of  one  of  the  parties  in  such  a  case  carries  his  part 
of  the  contract  into  execution,  and  the  better  opinion  perhaps  is, 
that  the  other  party,  after  that  event,  if  the  agreement  was  defi- 
nite and  satisfactory,  cannot  rescind  the  contract.  Dyfour  v. 
Pereira,  1  Dick.  Ch.  419 ;  2  Harg.  Jurid.  Arg.  272. 

Both  wills,  it  is  agreed,  even  in  a  case  where  the  agreement 
between  the  respective  testators  is  fully  proved,  are  still  in  their 
nature  revocable ;  but  the  doctrine  is,  that  the  parties  are  under 
a  restriction,  each  to  the  other,  not  to  revoke  their  respective  wills 
60  as  to  secure  any  undue  advantage.  Bound  by  the  agreement  to 
maintain  good  faith,  each  to  the  other,  the  conclusion  is,  that  nei- 
ther can  revoke  without  giving  due  and  seasonable  notice.  Loffa$ 
v.  Maw,  32  L.  J.  (Eq.)  n.  s.  49  ;  Bidlei/  v.  Ridley^  12  Law  Times, 
N.  8.  481.  Few  decided  cases  in  point  are  to  be  found  in  judicial 
reports,  and  these  are  nearly  equally  divided  for  and  against  the 
doctrine,  even  when  it  appears  that  the  agreement  was  fully 
proved.  Waipole  y.  Orford,  3  Ves.  Jun.  402  ;  Izard  v.  Middleton, 
1  Desaiis.  116.  Judge  Story  says  that  a  contract  to  make  mutual 
wills,  if  one  of  the  parties  has  died  having  made  a  will  according 
to  the  agreement,  will  be  decreed  in  equity  to  be  specifically  exe- 
cuted by  the  surviving  party,  if  he  has  enjoyed  the  benefit  of  the 
will  of  the  other  party.  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  785.  If  persons  enter 
into  a  fair  and  definite  agreement  to  leave  each  other  a  sum  of 
money,  or  to  settle  by  their  wills  the  property  of  each  for  the 
benefit  of  the  survivor,  a  court  of  equity,  says  iRoper,  will  enforce 
a  performance  of  such  agreement.  Roper  on  Leg.  766 ;  3  Pars, 
on  Con.  406 ;  Logan  v.  McGinniSy  12  Penn.  St.  27 ;  1  Jarm.  on 
Wills,  28 ;  1  Williams,  Exrs.  104,  These  authorities  are  cited 
to  show  that  equity  only  interposes  in  such  cases  to  enforce  the 
agreement  made  by  the  parties.  Competent  evidence  of  any 
Buch  agreement  in  this  case  is  entirely  wanting,  and  there  is  noth- 
ing on  the  face  of  the  instruments  to  warrant  any  such  conclu- 
sion. They  were  executed  at  different  times,  and  the  complain- 
ant devises  nothing  to  the  said  Sylvia  Ann.  The  allegation  of 
the  bill  is,  that  the  will  of  the  complainant  was  drawn  under  the 
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special  direction  of  the  aunt,  but  the  averment  is  denied  in  the 
answer,  and  is  wholly  unsustained  by  any  competent  proof. 
Reference  is  also  made  to  the  paper  called  the  second  page  of  the 
will,  but  there  is  no  proof  in  the  case  to  show  that  the  writing 
called  the  second  page  was  ever  attached  to  the  will  in  question, 
before  the  will  was  signed  and  executed.  Special  reference  is 
also  made  to  the  circumstances  attending  the  finding  of  the  two 
envelopes  with  their  enclosures  in  the  trunk  of  the  testatrix  after 
her  decease.  Satisfactory  proofs  are  exhibited  that  these  envelopes 
were  handed  by  the  complainant  to  the  testatrix  in  her  lifetime, 
but  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  latter  had  any  knowledge  what- 
ever of  their  contents.  Subsequent  to  their  being  deposited  in 
the  trunk,  she  made  and  executed  her  last  will  and  testament, 
and  there  is  no  reason  appearing  in  the  record  to  suppose  she 
even  suspected  that  those  envelopes  contained  anything  to  show 
that  in  so  doing  she  was  violating  the  terms  of  any  such  contract 
as  that  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint.  They  were  deposited 
there  by  a  female  attendant  of  the  said  Sylvia  Ann,  pursuant  to 
her  directions,  but  at  the  request  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
complainant.  Deposited  in  the  trunk  at  her  request,  they  re- 
mained there,  for  aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  till  they 
were  found  by  the  complainant  under  the  circumstances  detailed 
in  the  proof.  Inquiry  into  her  motive  in  causing  those  papers  to 
be  deposited  there  is  unnecessary,  as  neither  the  papers  them- 
selves nor  the  circumstances  attending  their  finding  afford  any 
evidence  to  prove  the  special  contract  alleged  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint. 
Bill  of  complaint  dismissed  with  costs. 


Daniel  L.  Choate  et  ah  v.  Francis  B.  Cbowninshield. 

Common  carriers  are  not  responsible  for  losses  or  damage  whioh  may  happen  to  goods 
reoeived  to  be  oarried,  if  the  same  result  flrom  the  act  of  the  owner. 

When  goods  are  lost  or  damaged  after  their  reception  by  the  common  carrier  and  before 
their  delivery,  the  prima  facie  presxmiption  is,  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the 
carrier^s  default. 
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The  legnl  effect  of  a  bill  of  lading,  affirming  the  goods  to  have  been  shipped  in  good  order, 
is  to  raiie  a  prima  fade  presumption  that  in  all  particulars  open  to  inspection  the 
goods  were  In  that  condition ;  but  this  does  not  preclude  the  carrier,  in  case  of  loss  or 
damage,  (Vom  showing  that  the  loss  proceeded  from  some  cause  which  existed,  but  was 
not  apparent,  at  the  time  he  received  the  goods. 

The  responsibility  of  the  carrier  does  not  extend  to  damages  resulting  to  a  cargo  of  cotton 
in  bales,  from  moisture  of  the  contents  of  the  bales  received  previous  to  the  time  of 
lading,  which  could  not  have  been  discovered  by  the  master,  and  where  the  vessel  was 
in  all  respects  seaworthy,  and  there  appeared  to  be  no  want  of  ordinary  care,  skill,  and 
energy  on  the  part  of  the  master,  to  protect  the  goods  against  such  injury  while  on  board 
the  vessel. 

While  cotton  in  bales  was  lying  on  the  wharf,  and  while  a  vessel  was  loading  with  the 
same,  it  was  discovered  by  the  accidental  opening  of  one  bale  that  the  contents  thereof 
were  wet.  This  fact  was  reported  to  the  shippers,  who  said  that  the  wet  would  do  no 
injury,  and  tliebale  was  thereupon  tied  up  and  placed  on  board.  Ileldy  that  there  was  no 
evidence  in  the  case  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  master  had  reason  to  believe  any 
portion  of  the  residue  unfit  for  the  voyage. 

LiBELLANTS  Were  the  owners  of  the  ship  Sciota,  and  they  insti- 
tuted this  suit  against  the  respondent  in  the  District  Court  to 
recover  the  balance  of  the  freight  alleged  to  be  due  to  them  on 
seven  hundred  and  seventy-two  bales  of  cotton  which  they  trans- 
ported in  that  ship  from  New  Orleans  to  Boston,  and  there  deliv- 
ered to  the  respondent,  as  the  consignee  of  the  goods.    The 
description  of  the  goods  and  the  terms  of  the  shipment,  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  bill  of  lading,  were  in  substance  and  effect  as 
follows :  "  Shipped  in  good  order,  seven  hundred  and  seventy- 
two  bales  of  cotton  under  deck,  being  marked  and  numbered  as 
in  margin,  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and  condition 
at  the  port  of  Boston,  the  dangers  of  the  seas  only  excepted, 
unto  the  respondent,  the  consignee  or  assigns,  he  or  they  paying 
freight  for  the  goods  five  eighths  of  one  cent  per  pound,  with 
five  per  cent  primage,  average  accustomed."  Four  bills  of  lading 
of  that  import  were  signed  by  the  master,  and  the  ship  with  the 
goods  on  board,  on  the  8th  or  10th  of  February,  1859,  sailed 
from  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  where  the  master  received  the 
goods  specified  in  th<^  l^ill  of  lading.    The  allegations  of  the  libel 
were,  that  the  ship  arrived  at  the  port  of  destination  on  the  22d 
of  March  in  the  same  year,  and  that  the  master  then  and  there 
made  a  true  delivery  of  all  the  goods  described  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  to  the  agents  of  the  respondents,  according  to  its  tenor 
and  efifect. 
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The  admission  of  the  answer  also  was,  that  the  whole  number 
of  bales  were  delivered ;  but  the  respondent  denied  that  they 
were  all  delivered  in  good  order  and  condition,  as  alleged  in  Uie 
libel.  On  the  contrary,  he  alleged  that  the  contents  of  some  of 
the  bales  were  partially  lost,  and  that  the  contents  of  some  others 
were  wet,  and  otherwise  damaged,  and  that  the  coverings  also 
had  been  wet  and  greatly  damaged.  The  true  amount  of  the 
freight  was  1 2,407  ;  and  the  libellant  admits  that  the  respondent 
paid  the  sum  of  $1,800  at  the  time  the  freight  became  due; 
$607.10  remained  due  to  the  libellants,  if,  as  they  alleged,  the 
master  made  true  delivery  of  the  goods,  as  he  stipulated  to  do  in 
the  bill  of  lading.  The  respondent  denied  that  the  master  did 
so,  and  alleged  that  he  suffered  damage  in  consequence  of  the 
failure  of  the  master  to  deliver  the  goods  in  like  good  order  and 
condition  as  he  received  them  on  board,  to  the  amount  of  $500, 
which  he  claims  to  recoup  out  of  the  sum  which  would  otherwise 
be  due  to  the  libellants,  as  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  freight. 

Sohier  and  Welchj  for  libellants. 

Lothrop  and  Bishop,  for  respondent. 

Clifford,  J.  Exclusive  original  cognizance  of  all  civil  causes 
of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon  the  Dis- 
trict Courts  by  the  ninth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act ;  but  the 
first  section  of  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1821,  provides  that 
in  all  suits  and  actions  in  any  District  Court  in  which  it  shall 
appear  that  the  judge  of  such  court  has  been  of  counsel  for 
either  party,  said  suit  or  action  may  be  certified  to  the  next  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  district.  1  Stat.^t  Large,  76  ;  8  Stat,  at  Large, 
643. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  suit  in  this  case  is  derived  from  that  pro- 
vision, the  same  having  been  duly  certified  into  this  court  because 
the  district  judge  had  been  of  counsel  to  one  of  the  parties. 

The  obligations  of  a  common  carrier  by  water,  who  receives 
goods  to  transport  from  port  to  port,  are  to  keep  the  goods  safely, 
duly  transport  them,  and  make  right  delivery  of  the  same  at  the 
port  of  destination.  The  Eddy,  5  Wall.  481 ;  The  Bird  of  Par- 
adise,  6  Wall.  645  ;  McAndrews  v.  Thatcher,  3  Wall.  369. 

Common  carriers  are  responsible  for  all  losses  and  damages 
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which  may  happen  to  goods  received  to  be  carried,  except  such 
as  result  from  the  act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy,  or  from  the 
act  or  default  of  the  owner  himself,  unless  such  liability  is  lim- 
ited or  restrained  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  under  which  the 
goods  were  received.  Propeller  Niagara  v.  Cordea^  21  How.  26  ; 
Eastingi  v.  Pepper^  11  Pick.  42.  . 

Dangers  of  the  seas  are  excepted  in  the  bill  of  lading  in  this 
case,  but  there  is  no  other  material  limitation  to  the  contract  of 
afireightment.  When  goods  in  the  custody  of  a  common  carrier 
are  lost  or  damaged  after  their  reception  and  before  their  deliv- 
ery, the  prima  facie  presumption  is,  that  the  loss  or  injury  was 
occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  carrier,  and  the  burden  is  upon 
him  to  prove  that  it  arose  from  a  cause  for  which  he  is  not 
responsible.  Nelson  et  al.  v.  Woodruff  et.  al.y  1  Black,  156; 
Clarke  et  al.  v.  Barnwell  et  aZ.,  12  How.  280, 

Such  a  presumption,  however,  is  nothing  more  than  a  prima 
facie  presumption,  and  it  may  be  overcome  by  any  proper  testi- 
mony which  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  fact  was  otherwise.  The 
legal  effect  of  a  bill  of  lading  such  as  was  given  in  this  case, 
affirming  that  the  goods  were  shipped  in  good  order  and  condi- 
tion, is  also  to  raise  a  prima  facie  presumption  that,  as  to  all  cir- 
cumstances which  were  visible  and  open  to  inspection,  the  goods 
were  in  that  condition,  but  it  does  not  preclude  the  carrier  from 
showing,  if  he  can,  in  a  case  of  loss  or  damage,  that  the  loss  or 
damage  proceeded  from  some  cause  which  existed  but  was  not 
apparent  at  the  time  he  received  the  goods,  and  which,  if  satisfac- 
torily proved,  will  discharge  him  from  liability.  Clarke  et  al.  v. 
Barnwell  et  a/.,  12  How.  280. 

Between  the  shipper  and  the  ship-owner  the  bill  of  lading  is 
not  conclusive  as  against  proof  of  latent  defects,  even  in  a  case 
where  the  bill  of  lading  states  that  the  goods  were  shipped  in 
good  order  and  condition.  Ellis  v.  Willard,  6  Seld.  630 ;  Shq)-. 
pard  et  al.  v.  Naylor  et  al.y  5  Gray,  692 ;  Barrel  v.  Rogers ^  7 
Mass.  297  ;  Haddow  v.  Parrg^  3  Trent,  303 ;  M.  on  Ship.  339 ; 
BaUs  V.  Todd,  1  Rob.  106 ;  Sears  et  al.  v.  Wingate,  3  Allen, 
103 ;  1  Pars.  M.  L.  37 ;  Berkley  v.  Watling,  7  A.  &  E.  29 ; 
a  Brim  v.  aUcrest,  34  Me.  664. 
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Applying  these  principles  of  law  to  the  case,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  decision  must  turn  upon  the  questions  of  fact  which  maj 
be  determined  without  any  extended  argument,  as  there  is  not 
much  real  conflict  in  the  testimony,  except  as  to  a  single  point. 
The  seaworthiness  of  the  ship  is  not  controverted,  and  the  proofs 
show  that  she  was  stanch  and  strong,  and  that  she  was  well 
manned  and  equipped.  Duo  care  was  used  in  taking  the  cargo 
on  board,  and  the  goods  of  the  respondent  were  well  stowed  and 
dunnaged. 

The  testimony  of  the  master  is,  that  there  were  two  iron  venti- 
lators in  the  ship,  one  forward,  and  one  aft,  and  that  the  hatches 
were  left  open  till  they  left  the  bar,  near  the  mouth  of  the  river. 
The  usual  length  of  a  voyage  from  New  Orleans,  as  shown  in  the 
testimony,  is  eighteen  or  twenty  days,  but  the  ship  in  this  case 
was  detained  twenty  days  inside  the  bar.  During  that  period, 
the  evidence  is,  there  was  little  or  no  motion  in  the  vessel, 
and  that  the  weather  was  hot,  sultry,  and  disagreeable,  and  that 
there  were  light  showers  with  heavy  fogs.  Want  of  motion  in 
the  vessel  doubtless  rendered  the  circulation  between  decks  and 
in  the  hold  less  than  it  would  have  been  if  the  vessel  had  been 
under  way.  Proper  care  appears  to  have  been  taken  of  the  goods 
from  the  time  they  were  delivered  on  the  wharf  until  they  were 
stowed  in  the  ship,  and  the  proofs  show  that  none  of  the  bales 
remained  on  the  wharf  more  than  four  days  before  they  were 
shipped.  The  outside  appearance  of  the  bales  was  "  ordinarily 
good,"  and  nothing  except  a  single  circumstance  occurred  dur- 
ing the  loading  of  the  ship  to  awaken  any  suspicion  that  the 
contents  of  the  bales  were  in  any  respect  unfit  for  transportation 
in  such  a  voyage.  When  about  two  thirds  of  the  consignment 
had  been  loaded  and  stowed,  the  master  discovered  a  man  at- 
tempting to  steal  cotton  from  one  of  the  bales  on  the  wharf,  but 
he  escaped  before  he  could  be  apprehended.  He  had  cut  the 
bagging  so  that  the  contents  were  exposed,  and  on  examining  the 
cotton  the  master  found  that  it  was  wet,  and  immediately  re- 
ported the  fact  to  the  shippers. 

The  statement  of  the  master  is,  that  when  he  reported  the  fact 
to  the  shippers,  they  told  him  that  the  wet  would  not  injure  it,  as 
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it  was  bound  coastwise,  and  he  immediately  tied  up  the  broken 
bale,  and  it  was  taken  on  board.  Other  than  that  circumstance, 
there  does  not  appear  that  anything  occurred,  or  that  there  was 
auything  in  the  outside  appearance  of  the  bales  calculated  to 
create  suspicion  that  the  goods  were  not  in  a  proper  condition  for 
the  voyage. 

Two  propositions  arc  submitted  by  the  respondent  in  respect 
to  that  evidence :  — 

1.  He  insists  that  it  does  not  sufficiently  appear  tliat  the  bale 
cut  open  was  one  that  belonged  to  his  consignment. 

2.  But  if  it  did,  then  it  shows  that  the  defect  in  the  goods,  if 
it  existed  at  that  time,  was  not  latent. 

Neither  of  the  propositions,  however,  can  be  sustained  to  an 
extent  to  benefit  the  respondent.  The  better  opinion  from  all  the 
evidence  is,  that  the  broken  bale  was  one  which  belonged  to  his 
consignment,  and  there  is  no  evidence  to  warrant  the  conclusion 
that  the  master  had  any  reason  to  believe  that  any  portion  of  the 
residue  was  unfit  for  the  voyage,  especially  as  he  was  assured  to 
the  contrary  by  the  shippers.  The  theory  of  the  libcUants  is,  that 
the  bales  had  been  exposed  to  rain,  either  on  the  plantation  where 
the  cotton  was  grown  and  put  in  bales,  or  on  the  way  down  the 
river,  or  on  the  levcc  before  it  was  delivered  to  the  master,  or  that 
it  was  injured  by  the  humidity  of  the  atmosphere  and  dampness 
of  the  ship's  hold,  where  most  of  the  respondent's  consignment 
was  stowed.  The  responsibility  of  the  carrier  does  not  extend 
to  damage  resulting  from  such  causes,  if  it  appear  that  the  vessel 
was  in  all  respects  seaworthy,  and  that  there  was  no  want  of 
ordinary  skill  and  vigilance  and  energy  on  the  part  of  the  master 
to  protect  the  goods  against  such  injury.  Clarke  et  al.  v.  Bam- 
well  et  al.j  12  How.  282  ;  Abb.  on  Ship.  42  ;  Lamb  v.  Parkmarij 
20  Law  Rep.  186 ;  1  Pars.  Mer.  L.  136,  n.  1. 

Examined  in  view  of  the  testimony  that  much  of  the  top  tier 
between  decks  appeared  as  if  wet  from  steam  and  sweat,  and 
that  the  bagging  and  bands  were  mouldy,  and  that  the  bag- 
ging was  much  decayed,  it  seems  almost  an  irresistible  conclu- 
sion that  the  cotton  must  have  received  the  damage  from  a 
combination  of  both  the  causes  suggested  by  the  libellants,  as 
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tho  testimony  negatives  every  theory  suggested  by  the  respon- 
dent. Twenty  or  thirty  bales  were  slightly  wet  by  sea-water,  but 
the  same  witnesses  who  state  the  fact  affirm  that  it  was  hardly 
sufficient  to  deserve  notice.  The  plain  inference  from  tho  evi- 
dence is,  that  the  bales,  before  they  were  delivered  to  the  master, 
had  been  exposed  to  tho  rain,  so  that  the  cotton  within  the  bales 
was  damp.  Cotton  in  that  condition  when  stowed,  either  in  the 
hold  or  between  decks,  will  soon  create  heat,  and  the  moisture 
under  the  influence  of  the  heat  will  generate  steam  and  produce 
all  the  results  shown  in  this  case. 

When  the  ship  in  the  course  of  her  voyage  passed  into  cold 
weatlier,  those  in  charge  of  her  noticed  that  steam  was  escaping 
from  the  ventilators  of  the  vessel,  which  is  strong  evidence  in 
support  of  the  libellant's  theory.  Weighed  in  any  just  view  of 
the  evidence,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  good  reason  to 
question  the  credibility  of  the  master,  or  those  associated  with 
him  in  the  charge  of  the  vessel ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  libellants 
are  entitled  to  recover,  unless  the  statements  of  those  witnesses 
can  be  overcome.  The  actual  delivery  of  all  the  bales  is  conceded, 
and  the  testimony  shows  that  they  were  accepted  by  the  respon- 
dent and  sent  to  certain  cotton-mills  and  appropriated  to  the  use 
for  which  the  cotton  was  designed.  Nothing  appears  in  the  case 
to  show  how  much  the  cotton  in  the  broken  bale  was  injured, 
beyond  what  is  shown  in  respect  to  it  at  the  place  of  loading. 

Another  theory  of  the  respondent  is,  that  the  cotton  in  other 
bales  belonging  to  other  consignments  was  wet,  and  that  the 
damage  to  their  cotton  was  occasioned  in  that  way,  but  it  is  suffi- 
cient answer  to  that  proposition  to  say  that  it  is  not  satisfactorily 
supported  by  the  evidence. 

The  amount  not  being  a  matter  of  dispute,  it  does  not  seem 
necessary  to  send  the  case  to  an  assessor. 

Decree  for  the  libellants. 
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Under  the  tct  of  the  8d  of  March,  1865,  the  dutiable  value  of  imported  merchandise  is  the 
ictnal  market  value,  or  wholesale  price  thereof  at  the  period  of  exportation  to  the  United 
States,  in  the  principal  markets  of  the  country  from  which  the  same  was  exported,  with- 
out any  addition  for  commissions,  brokerage,  costs  of  transportation,  shipment,  or  trans- 
shipment,  or  other  like  costs  in  placing  the  goods  on  shipbonrd. 

Where  goods  are  purchased  hi  the  foreign  market  in  bulk,  and  subsequently  to  the  purchase 
put  into  the  packages,  boxes,  or  coverings  by  the  buyer  for  convenience  or  preservation, 
ictual  market  value  does  not  include  such  packing,  under  the  act  of  March  8, 1865. 

Assumpsit  to  recover  certain  duties  paid  under  protest.    Facts 
agreed,  of  which  the  following  are  the  material  ones :  — 

FivB  invoices  of  lemons  and  oranges  packed  in  boxes  were 
imported  from  Palermo,  Sicily,  into  the  port  of  Boston,  and  were 
duly  entered  for  consumption  or  warehousing  by  the  plaintiff,  as 
consignee  of  the  respective  invoices.  They  were  imported  and 
entered  at  the  custom-house  between  the  18th  of  November, 
1865,  and  the  14th  of  April,  1866.  The  parties  agreed  that  the 
lemons  and  oranges  were  purchased  at  Palermo  by  the  shippers 
in  bulk,  at  certain  rates  by  the  thousand,  and  were  then  "  one  by 
one  '*  wrapped  in  paper  and  packed  in  boxes  furnished  by  the 
purchaser,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  fruit,  and  for  more 
convenient  shipment.  The  net  cost  and  value  of  the  lemons  and 
oranges  in  bulk,  embraced  in  the  five  invoices,  was,  at  the  place 
of  exportation,  $  8,549,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  the  boxes  and  pack- 
ing ;  and  all  other  costs  and  charges  for  the  boxes,  nails,  pack- 
ing-paper, charges  of  shipment,  and  other  charges,  besides  the 
cost  and  value  of  the  lemons  and  oranges  imported,  were  $7,852. 
The  finding  of  the  appraisers  was,  that  the  invoice  value  of  the 
cost  of  the  lemons  and  oranges  was,  as  purchased  in  bulk,  cor- 
rect, but  they  added  the  sum  of  $7,872,  as  the  costs  and  charges 
for  the  boxes  and  packing,  etc.,  and  for  the  other  charges,  which 
was  agreed  to  be  correct  in  amount,  if  it  was  properly  to  be 
added,  in  ascertaining  the  dutiable  value  of  the  merchandise. 

The  amount  of  the  duties  assessed  and  collected  was  $3,836.75, 
of  which  $1,864.50  were  assessed  on  the  costs  and  charges,  added 
to  the  invoice  value.    The  plaintiff  duly  protested,  and  season- 
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ably  appealed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  but  the  depart- 
ment  affirmed  the  doings  of  the  collector.  Dissatisfied  with  the 
decision  of  the  department,  the  plaintiff  instituted  this  suit  to 
recover  back  the  duties  assessed  upon  the  costs  and  charges, 
which  he  insisted  were  illegally  exacted.  Judgment  was  to  be 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  that  sum,  if  none  of  the 
costs  and  charges,  as  expressed  in  the  invoices,  were  properly 
added  to  the  invoice  value  of  the  lemons  and  oranges,  in  order 
to  ascertain  the  dutiable  value  of  the  importation,  with  interest 
from  such  time  as  the  court  might  determine  to  be  just  and 
right.  But  if  the  court  should  be  of  the  opinion  ^hat  the  whole 
amount  of  the  costs  and  charges  was  properly  added  to  the 
invoice  value  of  the  oranges  and  lemons,  as  purchased  in  bulk, 
then  the  judgment  was  to  be  for  the  defendant. 

Jewell  and  Gaston^  for  plaintiff. 

The  words  "  actual  market  value  "  and  "  wholesale  price  " 
have  received  judicial  construction,  and  this  construction  ex- 
cludes costs,  charges,  and  boxes,  etc.  Barnard  v.  Mortouj  1  Cur. 
404 ;  Grinnell  v.  Lawrence,  1  Blatch.  350  ;  Wilson  v.  Maxwdlj 
2  Blatch.  321 ;  Wilbur  et  ah  v.  Lawrence,  2  Blatch.  315  ;  Belcher 
V.  Linn,  24  How.  635 ;  Knight  et  al.  v.  Schell,  24  How.  530 ; 
Regulations  of  Treasury  Dept,  1857,  §  305,  p.  177 ;  §  306,  p. 
177  ;  §  364,  p.  193. 

Under  former  laws  which  included  costs  and  charges  in  the 
dutiable  value,  the  "  sacks,  hogsheads,  etc."  were  included  in 
the  costs  and  charges,  and  were  added  to  the  appraised  value  of 
the  commodity.  Belcher  et  al.  v.  Linn,  24  How.  535,  and  other 
cases  cited  above. 

That  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress  to  create  a  new  and  dif- 
ferent rule,  which  should  exclude  all  costs  and  charges  from  the 
dutiable  value,  is  seen  by  comparing  the  pliraseology  of  the  sev- 
enth section  of  the  act  of  1865  with  that  of  previous  acts. 

1.  Compare  first  part  of  §  7,  act  of  1865,  with  §  1,  act  of 
March  3, 1851,  9  Stat,  at  Large,  629. 

2.  Compare  same  with  §  16,  act  of  August  30, 1842,  5  Stat, 
at  Large,  563. 

3.  Compare  the  rest  of  §  7,  act  of  1865,  beginning  at  twelfth 
line,  with  §  23,  act  of  June  30, 1864, 13  Stat,  at  Large,  226. 
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If  a  subsequent  statute  professes,  or  manifestly  intends,  to 
regulate  the  whole  subject  to  which  it  relates,  it  repeals  all  for- 
mer statutes  so  far  as  it  differs  from  them.  JDaviess  et  aL  v.  Fair- 
laim  et  al.j  8  How.  636 ;  D.  ^  L,  Plank  Road  Company  v.  Allen^ 
16  Barb.  15 ;  lUinou  ^  Michiffan  Canal  y.  Chicago^  14  111.  342. 

If  the  act  of  1865  contained  no  repealing  clauses,  it  would 
make  a  complete  and  perfect  rule  for  assessing  duties  on  the 
merchandise  in  question,  excluding  all  costs  and  charges,  and 
would  by  necessary  implication  repeal  all  previous  statutes  pro- 
viding a  different  rule.    Fair  v.  Brackettj  and  Tr.  80  Vt.  344. 

But  the  act  of  1865  goes  further,  and  in  express  terms  repeals 
the  act  of  1864  ;  and  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  requiring  duties 
to  be  assessed  upon  commissions,  brokerages,  costs  of  transporta- 
tion, shipment,  and  other  like  costs  and  charges  incurred  in 
placing  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise  on  sliipboard,  and  all 
acts  and  parts  of  acts  inconsistent  with  its  provisions. 

All  acts  which  provide  a  different  rule  for  assessing  duties  are 
inconsistent  with  the  act. 

The  words  "  costs  and  charges  "  include  boxes.  Barnard  v. 
Mortouj  1  Cur.  404 ;  Belcher  et  al.  v.  Linnj  24  How.  535  ;  Knight 
et  d,  V.  Schell,  24  How.  580. 

"Laws  imposing  duties  are  never  construed  beyond  the  natural 
import  of  the  language  used,  and  duties  are  never  imposed  upon 
the  citizens  upon  doubtful  interpretations,  for  every  duty  imposes 
a  burden  upon  the  public  at  large,  and  is  construed  strictly,  and 
must  be  made  out  in  a  clear  and  determinate  manner  from  the 
language  of  the  statute."  Adams  v.  Bancroft,  8  Sumn.  887  ; 
Powers  V.  Barney,  per  Nelson,  C.  J.,  C.  C.  So.  Dist.  N.  Y.,  No- 
vember Term,  1868. 

^^  Revenue  and  duty  acts  are  to  be  construed  according  to  the 
true  import  and  meaning  of  their  terms  ;  and  when  the  legislative 
intention  is  ascertained,  that,  and  that  only,  is  to  be  our  guide 
in  interpreting  them."     United  States  v.  Breed,  1  Sumn.  160. 

"  Statutes  levying  duties  on  citizens  or  subjects  are  to  be  con- 
strued most  strongly  against  the  government,  and  in  favor  of  the 
citizen."  United  States  v.  Wigglesworth,  2  Story,  869 ;  United 
States  V.  Morse,  3  Story,  87. 

VOL.  III.  18 
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^'  As  Congress  wishes  to  foster  an  honest  aud  honorable  com- 
merce by  its  laws,  no  less  than  to  obtain  revenue,  it  is  neither 
tlio  true  policy  nor  the  right  of  departments  or  of  the  courts,  nor 
is  it  presumed  to  be  their  desire,  to  thwart  the  views  of  Congress, 
or  embarrass  mercantile  business  when  not  attended  by  equivo- 
cation and  fraud,  or  to  throw  doubts  or  difficulties  over  the  liberal 
course  proper  to  be  pursued  generally  towards  the  community 
in  any  branch  of  trade."     Marriott  v.  Brune^  9  How.  635. 

W.  A,  Fieldj  Assistant  United  States  Attorney. 

1.  Some  of  the  statutes  relating  to  the  dutiable  value  of  mer 
chandise  and  what  are  to  be  included  in  making  up  the  value  on 
which  ad  valorem  duties  were  or  are  to  be  levied  are  the  follow- 
ing: §  17,  c.  6, 1789, 1  Stat.  41 ;  §  89,  c.  35, 1790, 1  Stat.  167; 
§  3,  c.  17,  1795,  1  Stat.  411;  §  61,  c.  22, 1799,  1  Stat.  673; 
c.  51, 1817,  3  Stat.  369 ;  §  4,  c.  79,  1818,  3  Stat.  434;  §  5,  c, 
21,  1823,  3  Stat.  732 ;  §§  7  and  15,  c.  227,  1832,  4  Stat.  591 
and  593 ;  §  16,  c.  270, 1842,  5  Stat.  563 ;  §  1,  c.  38, 1851,  9 
Stat.  629  ;  §  28,  c.  68, 1861, 12  Stat.  197  ;  §  24,  c.  171, 1864, 13 
Stat.  217  ;  repealed  by  §  4,  c.  80,  1865,  13  Stat.  493 ;  §  9,  c. 
298,  1866,  14  Stat.  330. 

Up  to  1823  the  cost  was  the  basis  of  dutiable  value,  a  per- 
centage was  usually  added,  and  the  cost  of  outside  packages  was 
in  general  excluded  ;  by  the  act  of  1823,  §  5,  the  actual  cost  if 
purchased  ;  the  actual  value  if  procured  otherwise  than  by  pur- 
chase, and  at  the  time  and  place  when  and  where  the  merchan- 
dise was  purchased  or  procured  ;  the  appraised  value  if  appraised, 
with  all  charges  added,  except  insurance,  made  the  dutiable 
value.  §  15  of  act  of  1832  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  §  5,  act 
of  1823,  except  the  addition  of  a  percentage  is  omitted.  §  16, 
act  of  1842,  makes  the  dutiable  value  the  actual  market  value 
or  wholesale  price,  at  the  time  when  purchased,  in  the  principal 
markets  of  the  country,  with  all  costs  and  charges,  except  insur- 
ance, added,  including  charge  for  commissions.  §  9,  act  of  1851, 
extends  to  all  merchandise  whether  purchased  or  not,  and  makes 
the  period  of  exportation  the  time,  and  no  other  material  changes. 
§  28,  c.  68,  1861,  makes  day  of  actual  shipment  the  time,  the 
words  ^'  period  of  exportation  "  having  been  held  to  be  the  day 
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of  sailing.  §  24,  c.  17 1, 1864,  makes  the  actual  value  of  such 
goods  on  shipboard  at  the  last  place  of  shipment  the  dutiable 
Talae,  adding  the  cost  of  transportation  from  the  place  of  growth, 
etc.,  of  shipment  or  transshipment,  and  all  expenses  included  by 
land  or  water  to  the  vessel  in  which  shipment  is  made  to  the 
United  States,  the  value  of  the  sack,  box,  or  covering  of  any 
kind,  commission,  etc.,  brokerage,  export  duties,  and  all  costs 
and  charges  paid  or  incurred  for  placing  such  goods  on  shipboard, 
and  all  other  proper  charges  specified  by  law.  §  7,  c.  80, 1865, 
makes  the  actual  market  value  or  wholesale  price  at  the  period 
of  exportation  to  the  United  States,  in  the  principal  markets  of 
the  country  whence  exported,  the  dutiable  value,  and  expressly 
repeals  the  §  24,  of  the  act  of  1864,  and  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts 
reqairing  duties  assessed  upon  commission,  brokerage,  cost  of 
transportation,  shipment,  transshipment,  and  other  like  costs  and 
charges  incurred  in  placing  the  merchandise  on  shipboard,  and 
repeals  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  inconsistent  with  this  act.  This 
act  took  effect  on  April  1, 1865,  and  the  seventh  section  remained 
Iq  force  until  the  act  of  July  28, 1866,  §  9  of  which,  14  Stat.  p. 
330,  substantially  enacts  the  §  24  of  the  act  of  1864,  except  the 
one  makes  the  actual  value  on  shipboard  at  the  last  place  of  ship- 
meat  the  dutiable,  and  the  other,  the  actual  wholesale  price  or 
general  market  value,  at  the  time  of  exportation,  in  the  principal 
markets  of  the  country  from  whence  the  same  shall  have  been 
imported,  the  dutiable  value.  The  main  change  in  the  law  of 
1865,  from  that  of  1864,  is  a  return  to  the  system  of  valuation 
on  the  basis  of  the  market  values  in  the  principal  markets  of  the 
country,  and  not  a  valuation  of  actual  value  at  the  last  place  of 
shipment,  made  up  of  the  actual  value  at  the  place  of  growth, 
with  tlie  charges  of  transportation  and  shipment  added.  There 
is  no  express  repeal  of  either  the  act  of  1851  or  the  act  of  1842. 
General  Regulations,  pp.  76,  77  ;  also  §  870 ;  and  such  are  the 
decisions  of  the  courts.  Barnard  et  aL  v.  Martony  1  Cur.  404  ; 
Qant  V.  Peasleey  2  Cur.  250 ;   Warren  v.  Peaalee,  2  Cur.  231. 

Excepting  commission,  brokerage,  and  insurance,  there  were 
two  classes  of  costs  and  charges,  the  first  being  the  costs  and 
charges  of  putting  the  merchandise  into  the  form  in  which  it 
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entered  into  trade  and  commerce^  as  putting  lemons  into  boxes ; 
and  the  second  being  the  cost  of  transporting  this  merchandise 
to  the  place  of  shipment  and  putting  it  on  board.  In  the  law  of 
1865,  it  seems  to  have  been  regarded  that  the  importation  began 
when  the  merchandise  began  to  be  transported.  §  9  names 
commission,  brokerage,  cost  of  transportation,  shipment,  trans- 
shipment, and  other  like  costs  and  charges  incurred,  in  placing 
any  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  on  shipboard. 

Repeals  bj  implication  are  not  favored,  and  are  carried  no 
further  than  direct  and  absolute  repugnancy  or  inconsistency 
requires.  The  §  9,  of  the  act  of  1865,  is  not  repugnant  to 
either  the  act  of  1842  or  1851,  in  the  matter  of  adding  the  first 
class  of  charges  in  making  up  the  dutiable  value,  and  the  lan- 
guage of  the  §  9,  by  a  well-known  rule  of  construction,  excludes 
any  such  intention. 

The  §  31,  of  the  act  of  1861,  expressly  repeals  all  acts  and 
parts  of  acts  repugnant  to  its  provisions,  and  §  28  of  the  same 
act  is,  that  the  duty  shall  be  estimated  upon  the  value  on  the 
day  of  actual  shipment ;  yet  the  practice  of  the  department  was, 
to  regard  the  act  of  1861  as  only  changing,  in  the  specified  cases, 
the  time  to  which  the  valuation  relates,  from  the  period  of 
exportation  to  the  day  of  actual  shipment,  as  the  act  of  1851 
had  changed  the  act  of  1842,  which  in  certain  cases  fixed  the 
time  when  the  merchandise  was  purchased  as  the  time  to  which 
the  valuation  relates,  and  the  department  insisted  upon  the  same 
addition  of  costs  and  charges  under  the  act  of  1861,  as  under 
the  acts  of  1851  and  1842. 

This  question  is  very  different  from  one  that  arises  under 
specific  duties,  that  is,  wliere  the  law  imposes  a  duty  of  five  cents 
per  pound  on  merchandise.  The  law  may  establish  an  arbitrary 
tare  for  boxes,  barrels,  and  bales,  and  then  the  rule  established 
by  law  must  prevail ;  but  in  the  absence  of  all  law  expressly 
establishing  the  tare,  it  might  perhaps  be  held  that  the  five  cents 
per  pound  is  leviable  only  upon  the  net  weight.  See  WtUan  et 
al.  V.  Maxwellj  2  Blatch.  316. 

This  case  is  also  distinguishable  from  a  case  where  the  mer- 
chandise is  for  convenience  packed  in  a  box,  which  merchandise 
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is  not  customarily  bought  and  sold  by  the  box,  and  a  box  of 
which  has  no  well-known  commercial  meaning. 

Oranges  and  lemons  in  boxes  are  for  commercial  and  tariff 
purposes  like  molasses  in  hogsheads,  or  liquors  in  casks,  barrels, 
and  bottles ;  the  boxes  hogsheads,  casks,  barrels,  and  bottles  are 
not  regarded  as  independent  importations,  and  are  not  dutiable 
as  such,  but  as  incidental  and  annexed  to  their  contents,  forming 
altogether  well-known  articles  in  commerce  and  trade. 

CuppoBD,  J.  Collectors  of  the  customs  within  whose  districts 
merchandise  subject  to  an  ad  valorem  rate  of  duty  was  imported 
or  entered,  were  required  by  the  act  of  the  8d  of  March,  1865, 
to  cause  the  actual  market  value  or  wholesale  price  thereof,  at 
the  period  of  the  exportation  to  the  United  States,  in  the  princi- 
pal markets  of  the  country  from  which  the  same  was  imported 
into  the  United  States,  to  be  appraised,  and  the  act  provided  that 
such  appraised  value  should  be  considered  the  value  upon  which 
ihe  duty  should  be  assessed.    13  Stat,  at  Large,  493. 

Tliroughout  the  period  of  these  importations  the  act  of  the  Sd 
of  March,  1865,  was  in  full  force  and  operation.    Reference  to 
the  ninth  section  of  the  act  will  show  that  it  went  into  operation 
on  the  1st  of  April  after  it  was  passed,  and  it  continued  in  force 
until  the  10th  of  August  of  the  following  year.    14  Stat,  at 
Large,  328.     Actual  market  value  of  imported  merchandise  sub- 
ject to  any  ad  valorem  rate  of  duty  was  required  by  the  sixteenth 
section  of  the  act  of  the  30th  of  August,  1842,  to  be  estimated, 
ascertained,  and  appraised  as  it  was  in  the  principal  markets  ot 
the  country  from  which  the  same  was  imported,  and  at  the  time 
when  the  merchandise  was  purchased,  and  the  provision  was,  that 
to  such  value  or  price  should  be  added,  as  the  true  value  upon 
which  the  duties  should  be  assessed,  all  the  costs  and  charges, 
except  insurance,  and  including  in  every  case  a  charge  for  com- 
missions at  the  usual  rates.    5  Stat,  at  Large,  563. 

The  same  provision  was  incorporated  into  the  Appraisement  Act 
of  the  3d  of  March,  1851,  except  that  the  requirement  in  that  act 
is,  that  the  actual  market  value  or  wholesale  price  of  the  mer- 
chandise shall  be  appraised,  estimated,  and  ascertained  at  the 
period  and  place  of  exportation.    9  Stat,  at  Large,  629.    Costs 
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and  charges,  as  distinguished  from  the  actual  market  value  of  the 
merchandise,  were  under  those  acts  properly  added  to  such  mar- 
ket value,  as  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  dutiable  value  of  the 
importation  at  the  port  where  the  merchandise  was  entered. 
Knight  et  al.  v.  Schelly  24  How.  531.  Whenever  a  properly  cer- 
tified bill  of  lading  is  presented,  showing  the  day  of  actual  ship- 
ment, the  twenty-eighth  section  of  the  act  of  the  2d  of  March, 
1861,  provides  that  the  duty  shall  be  estimated  and  collected  on 
the  day  of  actual  shipment.     12  Stat,  at  Large,  197. 

In  determining  the  valuation  of  goods  imported  from  foreign 
countries,  the  twenty-fourth  section  of  the  act  of  the  80th  of 
June,  1864,  provides  that  the  actual  value  of  such  goods  on  ship- 
board at  the  last  place  of  shipment  to  the  United  States  sliall  be 
deemed  the  dutiable  value,  except  in  certain  cases  not  necessary 
to  be  noticed.  Such  value,  the  same  section  provides,  shall  be 
ascertained  by  adding  to  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  place  of 
growth,  production,  or  manufacture,  the  cost  of  transportation, 
shipment,  and  transshipment,  with  all  the  expenses  incurred  from 
the  place  of  growth,  production,  or  manufacture,  whether  by 
land  or  water,  to  the  vessel  in  which  shipment  is  made  to  the 
United  States,  and  the  value  of  the  sack,  box,  or  covering  of  any 
kind  in  which  such  goods  are  contained,  commission  at  the  usual 
rate,  in  no  case  less  than  two  and  one  half  per  centum  broker- 
age, and  all  export  duties,  together  with  all  costs  and  charges 
paid  or  incurred  for  placing  said  goods  on  shipboard,  and  all 
other  charges  specified  by  law.  13  Stat,  at  Large,  217. 
Comment  upon  that  provision  is  unnecessary,  as  it  is  clear  that 
if  the  respective  importations  in  this  case  had  been  made  under 
it,  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  claim  to  recover  back  any  portion 
of  the  duties  assessed  by  the  collector.  '  But  the  lemons  and 
oranges  in  this  case  were  imported  under'  the  act  of  the  8d  of 
March,  1865,  which  required  the  collector  within  whose  district 
the  same  were  entered  to  cause  the  actual  market  value  or  whole- 
sale price  thereof  at  the  period  of  the  exportation  to  the  United 
States,  in  the  principal  markets  of  the  country  from  which  the 
same  was  imported,  to  be  appraised ;  and  the  same  section  also 
provides  in  express  terms  ^^  that  such  appraised  value  shall  be 
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considered  the  ralue  upon  which  the  duty  shall  be  assessed." 
Still  the  views  of  the  department  might  be   sustained  if  the 
twenty-third  section  had  been  continued  in  force ;  but  that  sec- 
tion is  in  terms  repealed  by  the  second  provision  of  the  seventh 
section  of  the  act  under  which  the  respective  importations  were 
made.     13  Stat,  at  Large,  494.     Section  seven  also  enacts  that 
all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  requiring  duties  to  be  assessed  upon 
commissions,  brokerage,  cost  of  transportation,  shipment,  trans- 
shipment, and  other  like  costs  and  charges  incurred  in  placing 
my  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise  on  shipboard,  shall  be  repealed, 
and  expressly  provides,  in  conclusion,  that  all  acts  and  parts  of 
acts  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act   are   hereby 
repealed. 

Expressed,  as  the  intention  of  Congress  is  in  that  provision, 
in  plain  and  unambiguous  language,  it  furnishes  the  absolute 
rule  of  decision  which  is  obligatory  upon  the  court.  Under 
that  provision,  therefore,  the  dutiable  value  of  imported  mer- 
chandise is  the  actual  market  value  or  wholesale  price  thereof  at 
the  period  of  exportation  to  the  United  States,  in  the  principal 
markets  of  the  country  from  which  the  same  was  imported  into 
the  United  States,  without  any  addition  for  commissions,  broker- 
age, costs  of  transportation,  shipment,  or  transshipment,  or  other 
like  costs  and  charges  in  placing  the  goods  on  shipboard. 

If  any  confirmation  of  this  view  be  needed,  except  what  is 
derived  from  (he  language  employed,  it  is  found  in  the  fact  that 
Congress  on  the  28th  of  July,  1866,  re-enacted  in  substance 
and  legal  effect  the  provision  requiring  that  all  such  costs  and 
charges  should  be  added  to  the  actual  market  value,  as  the  basis 
for  the  assessment  of  the  duties.  14  Stat,  at  Large,  330.  Con- 
sidered in  any  point  of  view,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  dutiable 
value  of  merchandise  imported  between  the  1st  of  April,  1865, 
and  the  10th  of  August  of  the  following  year,  when  the  exist- 
ing act  went  into  operation,  was  only  the  actual  market  value 
thereof,  to  be  appraised,  estimated,  and  ascertained  as  before 
explained. 

Such  being  our  conclusion,  it  only  remains  to  ascertain  whether 
the  costs  and  charges  in  this  case  are  properly  to  be  regarded  as 
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an  element  of  the  actual  market  value  of  the  merchandise  within 
the  meaning  of  that  act  of  Congress.  Some  descriptions  of  goods 
are  purchased  and  sold  in  the  foreign  market  in  bulk,  and  are 
subsequently  to  the  purchase  and  sale  put  into  boxes,  packages, 
or  coverings,  by  the  purchaser,  for  the  preservation  of  the  mer- 
chandise and  the  convenience  of  shipping.  Other  descriptions 
are  put  into  boxes,  packages,  or  coverings  by  the  producer,  manu- 
facturer, or  wholesale  merchant  in  the  foreign  country,  and  the 
merchandise  is  there  purchased  and  sold  for  exportation  in  the 
boxes,  packages,  or  coverings  in  which  it  is  so  placed  by  the  pro- 
ducer, manufacturer,  or  wholesale  merchant.  The  actual  market 
value  in  the  former  case  does  not  include  the  cost  of  the  box, 
package,  or  covering  within  the  meaning  of  that  act  of  Congress, 
as  the  boxes,  packages,  or  coverings  in  such  cases  are  purchased 
by  the  shipper,  as  the  means  of  preserving  the  goods,  and  for  the 
convenience  of  shipment.  But  no  doubt  is  entertained  that  the 
words  "  actual  market  value,"  without  more,  would  include  the 
cost  of  the  box,  package,  or  covering  in  all  cases  where  the  mer- 
chandise in  question  was  actually  purchased  in  the  box,  package, 
or  covering,  and  is  usually  so  purchased  and  sold  for  shipment  in 
the  foreign  market,  and  where  the  price  includes  the  box,  pack- 
age, or  covering  as  well  as  the  goods  therein  contained.  Barnard 
et  al.  V.  MortoUj  1  Cur.  412  ;  Grinnell  v.  Lawrencey  1  Blatch.  850 ; 
Belcher  v.  Linn^  24  How.  635  ;  Knight  et  al,  v.  Schelly  24  How. 
530  ;   Wilson  v.  Maxwell,  2  Blatch.  35. 

The  defendant  as  well  as  the  plaintiff  agrees,  thnt  the  general 
custom  of  shippers  of  lemons  and  oranges  at  Palermo  is,  if  the  fruit 
is  purchased  in  bulk,  to  have  it  packed  in  boxes  for  shipment  in 
substantially  the  ^same  manner  as  the  lemons  and  oi*anges  were 
packed  in  this  case.  All  of  the  lemons  and  oranges  in  this  case 
were  purchased  in  bulk  at  a  certain  rate  by  the  thousand,  and 
were  afterwards  selected  and  packed  "  one  by  one  "  in  boxes, 
and  transported  to  the  place  of  shipment.  Evidently  the  ex- 
pense of  the  boxes  and  the  labor  of  selecting  and  packing  the 
fruit  were  wholly  separate  from  the  price  paid  in  the  purchase  of 
the  same,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  it  was  incurred  to  preserve 
the  fruit,  and  for  the  convenience  of  shipment.     Undoubtedly 
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such  fniit  is  usually  bought  and  sold  here,  by  wholesale  merchants 
and  jobbers,  in  the  boxes,  and  without  any  additional  charge  for 
the  box,  but  that  circumstance  cannot  affect  the  question  under 
consideration,  as  the  inquiry  is  as  to  the  actual  market  value  or 
wholesale  price  of  the  merchandise  in  the  principal  markets  of  the 
country  from  which  the  same  was  imported. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $1,864.50,  with 
interest  from  the  time  of  actual  payment. 


The  Merchants'   National  Bank  op  Boston  v.  The  State 

National  Bank  op  Boston. 

before  clifford  and  lowell,  jj. 

The  word  '*  require  "  in  section  fifteen  of  the  Jndiciaiy  Act,  when  taken  in  connection 
▼ith  A  tabseqnent  claase,  does  not  mean  to  include  a  power  in  the  Circuit  Courts  to 
compel  a  compliance  with  an  order  to  produce  books  or  writings;  but  if  the  party 
tpinst  which  the  order  is  passed  shall  fail  to  comply,  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
court  to  give  judgmen*",  if  against  the  defendant,  the  same  as  in  case  of  de&ult,  if 
sgainst  the  plaintiff,  the  same  as  in  case  of  nonsuit 

At  common  law  parties  were  not  competent  witnesses,  and  they  could  not  be  compelled  to 
attend,  by  writ  of  tubpcmaj  or  bring  with  them  any  writings  pertinent  to  the  issue,  by 
the  writ  of  tubpoBna  duett  tecum. 

Notice  to  produce  was  at  law  the  only  method  of  a  party  desiring  the  production  of 
papers  by  the  other,  unless  he  resorted  to  equity. 

Sach  notice,  however,  only  laid  the  foundation  for  the  production  of  secondary  proof. 

The  conditions  under  which  the  power  to  require  the  production  of  writings,  etc.  should 
be  ezercieed  are:  the  motion  must  be  in  a  case  at  law;  the  writings,  etc.  must  appear 
to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  party  against  whom  the  order  is  passed ;  it  must  appear 
that  they  contain  evidence  pertinent  to  the  issue,  and  that  the  circumstances  are  such 
that  the  party  might  be  compelled  to  produce  them,  as  provided  in  the  section  re- 
ferred to. 

The  order  may  be  absolute  or  mti. 

Production  before  the  trial  is  not  perhaps  contemplated  by  the  provision,  unless  there  is 
just  ground  to  apprehend  that  the  writings  may  be  destroyed,  or  transferred  to  another, 
or  removed  out  of  the  district,  in  which  cases  the  order  should  be  made  without  delay, 
and  absolute. 

In  the  case  of  incorporated  banks  having  officers  well  known  as  the  custodians  of  their 
books  and  papers,  notice  should  be  given  for  such  officers  to  produce  any  document 
desired  in  the  case. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  that  defendants  be  required  to  produce 
certain  documents  or  writings  in  their  possession. 
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Sufficient  of  the  material  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Sidney  Bartlett,  J.  O-.  Abbott^  for  plaintiffs. 

B.  R.  Curtisj  0.  B.  Goodrichj  B,  F.  Hiomas^  for  defendants. 

Clifford  J.  Power  is  conferred  upon  the  Circuit  Court,  by 
the  fifteenth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  in  the  trial  of  actions 
at  law,  on  motion  of  either  party,  and  due  notice  thereof  being 
given,  to  require  the  opposite  party  to  produce  any  books  or 
writings  in  his  possession  or  power,  which  contain  evidence  per- 
tinent to  the  issue  in  cases,  and  under  circumstances  where  the 
party  might  be  compelled  to  produce  the  same  by  the  ordinary 
rules  of  proceeding  in  chancery.    1  Stat,  at  Large,  82. 

Evidently  the  word  "  require,"  when  taken  in  connection  with 
the  subsequent  clause  of  the  same  section,  does  not  include  a 
power  to  compel  a  compliance  with  the  order  and  direction  of 
the  court.  On  the  contrary,  the  provision  is,  that  if  a  plaintiff 
shall  fail  to  comply  with  such  order,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
court,  on  motion,  to  give  the  like  judgment  for  the  defendant  as 
in  case  of  nonsuit,  and  if  a  defendant  fail  to  comply  with  the 
order,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court,  on  motion,  to  give  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  as  in  case  of  a  default.  Evidence  is  essen- 
tial in  the  trial  of  actions  at  law;  and  the  acts  of  Congress, 
and  the  rules  and  usages  of  courts,  provide  the  means  for  com- 
pelling the  attendance  of  necessary  witnesses  for  the  purpose, 
and  the  production  of  books  and  writings  material  to  the  issue. 
Circuit  Courts,  as  well  as  all  other  Federal  courts,  may  issue  any 
writ  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction,  agreeably  to  the 
principles  and  usages  of  law,  and  of  course  they  may  issue  the 
writ  of  tuhpcena^  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses.  They 
may  also  issue  the  writ  of  subpoena  duces  tecum^  to  compel  the 
attendance  of  a  witness,  and  also  to  require  him  to  bring  with 
him  books  and  writings  in  his  possession  containing  evidence 
material  to  the  issue  in  a  pending  action.  Parties  were  not  com- 
petent witnesses  at  common  law,  and  of  course  they  could  not 
be  compelled  to  attend  the  trial,  by  the  writ  of  subpoena^  or  to 
attend  and  bring  with  them  any  books  or  writings  in  their  pos- 
session which  were  pertinent  to  the  issue,  or  which  might  tend 
to  elucidate  the  matter  in  controversy,  by  the  writ  of  suhpcena 
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duces  tecum.  Notice  to  produce  was  the  only  remedy  of  a  party 
in  a  suit  at  law,  unless  he  resorted  to  equity,  in  case  the  other 
party  to  the  record  had  in  his  possession  books  or  writings  con- 
taining evidence  material  in  the  trial.  Such  notice,  however, 
never  enabled  the  party  to  compel  the  production  of  such  books 
or  writings.  All  the  effect  it  had  was  to  lay  the  foundation  for 
the  introduction  of  parol  or  secondary  proof  of  their  contents, 
in  case  it  appeared  that  the  books  and  writings  described  in  the 
notice  were  in  the  possession  of  the  party  notified,  and  that  he 
refused  to  produce  them  at  the  trial,  as  requested.  Recent  acts 
of  Congress  make  parties,  where  the  suit  is  between  individuals, 
competent  witnesses,  which  in  many  cases  affords  a  better  and 
more  certain  remedy  in  relation  to  books  and  writings  in  pos- 
session of  the  opposite  side,  than  notice  to  produce.  Besides 
these  common-law  remedies  to  obtain  such  books  and  writings, 
when  "  pertinent  to  the  issue,"  power  is  conferred  upon  the 
Cu*cuit  and  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  to  require  a 
party,  in  the  trial  of  actions  at  law,  to  produce  books  or  writings 
in  his  possession  or  power,  if  it  appears  that  they  contain  evi- 
dence pertinent  to  the  issue,  and  the  case  and  circumstances  are 
such  that  he  might  be  compelled  to  produce  the  same  by  the 
ordinary  rules  of  proceedings  in  chancery  suits.  Undoubtedly 
the  power  conferred  is  a  discretionary  power,  but  it  is  one  which 
should  be  firmly  exercised  in  a  case  falling  within  the  conditions 
specified,  in  the  provision,  when  it  appears  that  there  is  just 
ground  to  apprehend  that  delay  will  defeat  the  action  of  the 
court,  and  that  the  party  is  unable  to  obtain  the  evidence  by 
tuhpcena  duces  tecum^  and  that  the  case  and  circumstances  are 
such  that  notice  to  produce  is  not  a  safe  and  adequate  remedy. 
Unless  the  case  is  shown  to  be  one  within  the  conditions  specified 
in  the  provision,  the  power  "  to  require  "  or  pass  the  order  does 
not  exist.  Those  conditions  are  that  the  motion  must  be  in  a 
case  at  law,  and  on  dvio  notice  to  the  opposite  party,  and  it  must 
appear  that  the  books  or  writings  are  in  the  possession  or  power 
of  the  other  party,  and  that  they  contain  evidence  pertinent  to 
the  issue,  and  that  the  case  and  circumstances  are  such  that  the 
party  might  be  compellud  to  produce  the  same,  as  therein  pro- 
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Tided.  No  doubt  is  eutertained  that  the  motion  may  be  made, 
in  a  pending  action  at  law,  before  the  day  of  trial ;  but  the  re- 
quirement of  ihe  order  of  the  court  must  perhaps  be  that  the 
books  and  writings  be  produced  at  the  trial  of  the  action.  Such 
an  order  may  be  absolute  or  nm,  as  the  circumstances  may  jus- 
tify or  require.  Production  before  the  trial  is  not  perhaps  con- 
templated by  the  words  of  the  provision,  nor  is  it  in  general 
necessary,  as  the  penalty,  in  case  of  failure  to  comply  with  the 
order,  is  not  arrest  and  imprisonment  until  the  party  comply,  as 
for  a  contempt,  but  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  or  default,  as  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant  is  the  offending  party.  Where  the  motion 
is  accompanied  by  satisfactory  proof  that  the  case  is  one  in  all 
respects  within  the  conditions  of  the  provision,  and  it  is  also 
satisfactorily  shown  that  there  is  just  ground  to  apprehend  that 
the  books  and  writings  may  be  destroyed  or  transferred  to  an- 
other, or  removed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  before  the  day  of  trial, 
the  order  should  be  made  without  delay,  and  bo  absolute.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  there  is  no  suggestion  of  fraudulent  intent  to 
suppress  the  documents,  and  the  evidence  to  show  that  they  con- 
tain any  matter  pertinent  to  the  issue  is  not  satisfactory,  the 
order,  if  made  at  all,  should  be  made  nm,  or  tlie  application 
may  be  refused. 

Danger  that  the  evidence,  if  any,  will  be  suppressed,  or  that 
the  books  and  witnesses  will  be  transferred,  or  that  they  will 
be  removed  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  is  not  suggested  in  this 
case,  and  the  evidence  to  show  that  the  case  is  one  within  the 
conditions  of  the  provision  is  not  entirely  satisfactory.  Were 
there  no  other  objections  to  the  granting  of  the  motion,  we 
should  be  constrained  to  deny  it,  but  there  is  another  even  more 
decisive  than  those  already  suggested.  Incorporated  banks  have 
officers  for  the  transaction  of  their  business,  and  some  one  or 
more  of  those  officers,  as  provided  by  law,  and  the  usages  of 
such  institutions,  have  the  possession  of  the  books  and  papers, 
and  are  known  as  the  legal  custodians  of  everything  belonging 
to  the  corporation.  Heretofore  the  commands  of  the  subpoena 
duces  tecum  have  been  ample  to  obtain  such  evidence  as  that 
described  in  the  motion,  and  the  court  is  not  satisfied  that  the 
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same  process  will  not  have  a  like  salutary  effect  in  this  case. 
Should  it  fail,  it  will  then  become  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  case 
a  proper  application  is  made,  to  exercise  all  the  power  it  pos- 
sesses to  afford  an  adequate  remedy  to  the  moving  party  in  this 
case. 
Motion  denied. 


The  Merchants'  National  Bank  op  Boston  v.  The  State 

National  Bank  op  Boston. 

BEFORE   CLIFFORD  AND  LOWELL,  JJ. 

Jodges  of  th«  Cirenit  Coorts  cannot  direct  a  peremptoiy  nonsuit,  but  the  defendant,  when 
the  plaintiffs  case  is  closed,  may  move  the  coort  to  instrnct  the  jary  that  the  evidence 
introduced  by  the  plaintifT  is  not  suflScient  to  warrant  a  verdict,  and  that,  as  matter  of 
law,  their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant. 

The  motion  most  be  made  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  or  the  trial  mnst  proceed. 

The  motion  is  not  addressed  to  the  discretion;  it  presents  a  question  of  law,  and  the  ruling 
of  the  court  is  a  subject  of  exception. 

A  power  evidenced  by  a  usage  must  be  considered  as  defined  and  limited  by  that  usage; 
tod  if  it  appeared  that  a  usage  existed  among  certain  banks  other  than  the  defendant 
bank  for  the  cafthier  to  certify  checks  upon  them,  it  is  doubtful  if  it  could  be  regarded  as 
evidence  that  the  cashier  of  the  defendant  bank  had  any  such  authority. 

The  motion  by  the  defendant  in  this  case,  that  the  court  instruct  the  jury  that  the  evidence 
introduced  by  the  plaintiff  was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict,  was  allowed,  because 
it  was  held  that  the  act  of  June  8, 1664,  conferred  no  authority  upon  the  cashier  of  the 
defendant  bank  to  certify  as  good  the  checks  described  in  the  declaration. 

Assumpsit  upon  certain  checks  upon  the  defendant  bank,  and 
certified  as  good  by  the  cashier  thereof.  At  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff's  case  the  defendant  moved  that  the  court  instruct  the 
jury  that  the  evidence  introduced  by  the  plaintiff  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  a  verdict. 

Sidney  Bartlettj  J.  0-.  Abbott^  for  plaintifls. 

B.  JR.  CurtiSj  0.  B.  Goodrich^  B,  F.  Thomas^  for  defendants. 

Clifford,  J.  Repeated  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  have 
established  the  rule  that  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Courts  cannot 
direct  a  peremptory  nonsuit  when  the  plaintiff  is  present  in  court 
and  claims  the  right  to  submit  his  case  to  the  jury.  But  the 
defendant  instead  thereof,  when  the  plaintiff's  case  is  closed,  may, 
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if  he  sees  fit,  move  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  evi- 
dence introduced  by  the  plaintiff  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a 
verdict  in  his  favor,  and  that  as  matter  of  law  their  verdict 
should  be  for  the  defendant.  Unless  such  a  motioi)  is  made  for 
the  defendant  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  the  trial  must 
proceed,  and  the  evidence  must  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  under 
the  instructions  of  the  court.  When  made,  the  motion  is  not 
one  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  but  it  presents  a 
question  of  law,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  decide,  and 
the  ruling  of  the  court,  in  granting  or  refusing  the  motion,  is  as 
much  the  subject  of  exceptions  by  the  party  aggrieved  as  any 
other  ruling  of  the  court  in  the  course  of  the  trial. 

In  considering  the  motion,  the  court  proceeds  upon  the  ground 
that  all  the  facts  stated  by  the  plaintiffs  witnesses  are  true  ;  and 
the  rule  is,  that  the  motion  should  be  denied,  unless  the  court  is 
of  the  opinion,  in  view  of  the  whole  of  the  plaintiffs  evidence, 
oral  and  written,  and  of  every  inference  the  law  allows  to  be 
drawn  from  it,  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  made  out  a  case  which 
would  warrant  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  in  his  favor.  Evidently 
the  plaintiffs  case,  when  viewed  in  that  light,  presents  a  question 
of  law  for  the  court,  and  it  is  well  ^settled  by  the  highest  author- 
ity that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  the  instruction  when- 
ever it  appears  that  the  evidence  is  not  legally  sufficient  to  serve 
as  a  foundation  for  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Scuchardt  v.  Aliens^ 
1  Wall.  870  ;  Parki  v.  Bobb,  11  How.  362 ;  Bliven  et  al.  v.  New 
England  Screw  Company^  23  How.  433. 

Guided  by  these  views,  the  court  has  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  prayer  for  instruction  presented  by  the  defendants  must 
be  granted.  Considering  that  the  case  is  one  which  will  probably 
be  removed  into  the  Supreme  Court  for  review,  the  court  does 
not  deem  it  necessary  or  expedient  to  enter  into  any  extended 
discussion  of  the  several  questions  involved  in  the  motion. 

Briefly  expressed,  the  grounds  of  the  decision  of  the  court  may 
be  stated  in  the  following  propositions,  in  which  both  judges 
concur : — 

1.  That  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  8d  of  June,  1864,  entitled 
An  Act  to  provide  a  National  Currency,  etc.  conferred  no  au- 
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tboritj  upon  the  cashier  of  the  defendant  bank  to  certify,  as 
good,  the  several  checks  described  in  the  first  eight  counts  of  the 
declaration.     13  Stat,  at  Large,  99.     §§  8  and  23. 

2.  That  the  power  to  certify  the  checks  of  third  persons,  in 

belialf  of  the  corporation,  is  not  inherent  in  the  office  of  a 

cashier  of  a  national  bank,  nor  is  the  exercise  of  such  a  power 

within  the  scope  of  his  usual  and  ordinary  duties.     United  States 

T.  The  City  Bank  of  Columbus^  21  How.  66  ;  Miner  et  al.  v.  The 

Mechanics^  Bank  of  Alexandria^  1  Pet.  71  ;  Bank  of  United  States 

r.  Dunnj  6  Pet.  61 ;  Fleckner  v.  United  States  Bank^  8  Wheat. 

360 ;  Osbom  v.  Bank  of  United  States^  9  Wheat.  788  ;  Mussey  v. 

The  EagU  Bank,  9  Met.  306  ;  Kirk  v.  Bell,  16  Q.  B.  290 ;  Same 

Case,  12  Eug.  L.  A  Eq.  389 ;  Hoyt  v.  Thompson,  1  Scld.  320 ; 

Bank  Comers  v.  Bank  of  Buffalo,  6  Pease,  497 ;  1  Am.  Lea.  Cas. 

460  -  472. 

Recent  cases  decided  in  the  courts  of  New  York,  referred  to 
by  the  plaintiffs,  do  not  affect  the  question,  as  they  were  founded 
upon  either  an  admission  in  the  pleadings,  or  an  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts,  admitting  that  the  usage  was  that  cashiers  might 
certify  checks,  or  on  proof  that  such  had  been  the  practice  of 
different  banks.     Whether  the  teller  had  authority  from   the 
bank  to  certify  checks  was  not  a  question  in  the  case  of  Willets 
V.  The  Phoenix  Bank,  2  Duer,  129,  because  the  opinion  of  the 
court  shows  that  the  complaiift  averred,  and  the  answer  admitted, 
that  the  certifying  the  checks  was  the  act  of  the  defendant  bank. 
Slight  examination  also  of  the  case  of  The  Farmers  and  Mechan- 
ics^ Bank  of  Kent  County  v.  The  Butchers  and  Drovers*  Bank,  4 
Duer,  219,  will  show  that  it  contains  nothing  to  support  the 
theory  that  the  cashier  of  the  defendant  bank  had  authority  to 
certify  as  good  the  checks  in  question  in  this  case.     The  state- 
ment of  the  court  in  that  case  was  that  the  teller  '^  had  general 
authority  to  certify  checks,"  but  the  exception  to  his  acts  was, 
that  his  general  authority  in  that  behalf  was  qualified  by  direc- 
tions not  to  give  such  certificates,  unless  the  customer  had  funds. 
Contrary  to  those  instructions,  the  charge  of  the  defendant  bank 
was,  that  he  colluded  with  a  customer,  and  certified  his  checks, 
when  the  customer  bad  no  funds  on  deposit.    The  decision  of  the    ^ 
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court  was,  that  the  bank  was  liable  for  the  amount  6f  the  check, 
as  it  appeared  beyond  controversy  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  bona 
fide  holder  of  the  checks  without  notice.  37w  Fanners  and 
Mechanics^  Bank  of  Kent  County  v.  The  Butchers  and  Drovers^ 
Bank,  14  N.  Y.  623  ;  Same  Case,  16  N.  T.  125. 

Support  to  the  theory  of  the  plaintiffs  cannot  be  drawn  from 
the  case  of  Claflin  v.  The  Farmers  and  Citizens^  Bank,  25  N.  T. 
293,  as  the  admitted  fact  in  that  case  was,  that  the  president  who 
certified  the  checks  had  a  general  authority  to  that  effect,  but 
the  checks  as  certified  were  held  to  be  void,  even  in  the  hands  of 
a  lona  fide  holder,  because  they  were  checks  drawn  by  himself. 
Checks  on  a  bank  marked  ^^  good,"  say  the  court  in  the  case  of 
Q-irard  Bank  v.  The  Bank  of  Penn  Township,  39  Penn.  St.  99, 
are  to  be  regarded  as  evidences  of  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the 
holder ;  but  the  authority  of  the  president,  cashier,  or  any  other 
ofGcer  of  the  bank  to  make  such  a  certificate  was  not  made  a 
question  in  the  case,  and  was  not  decided  by  the  court.  By  the 
true  construction  of  the  seventeenth  article  of  the  by-laws,  it 
confers  no  such  power  upon  the  cashier  of  the  bank,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  the  directors  or  the  corporation 
ever  authorized  the  acts  of  the  cashier  in  making  the  certificates 
upon  the  checks  under  consideration.  Proof  of  any  such  usage  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  bank,  or^f  any  such  antecedent  prac- 
tice by  their  casliier,  is  entirely  wanting,  and  the  evidence  as  to 
the  usage  of  other  banks  fails  altogether  to  show  that  the  cash- 
iers of  the  other  banks  in  this  city,  or  any  one  of  them,  are  accus- 
tomed to  certify  checks  as  good  either  with  or  without  funds  iu 
the  bank. 

Twenty-two  of  the  cashiers  of  the  national  banks  located  and 
doing  business  in  Boston  were  examined  by  the  plaintiffs,  and 
not  one  of  them  testified  that  he,  as  cashier  of  a  bank  organized 
under  the  act  of  Congress,  certified  a  check  of  a  third  person  as 
good.  None  testified  affirmatively  in  that  respect,  but  one,  if  no 
more,  testified  that  he  never  had  given  such  a  certificate.  They  ' 
all  concur  that  as  cashiers  they  borrow  money  for  their  respec- 
tive banks  whenever  the  bank  is  in  want  of  money,  and  give  the 
^  check  of  the  bank  for  the  amount,  and  sign  it  as  cashier.     Their 
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testimony  also  is,  that  they  buy  and  sell  New  York  funds  as  the 
agents  of  their  respective  banks.    Those  selling  give  a  draft  ou 
New  York,  signing  it  as  cashier,  and  those  buying  give  checks, 
or  pay  for  the  same  in  legal-tender  notes  or  other  national  cur- 
reucy,  or  other  current  funds.    The  plaintiffs  also  proved  that  the 
cashier  of  tlie  defendant  bank  prior  to  the  23d  of  February,  1867, 
borrowed  large  sums  of  money  of  the  Second  National  Bank  in 
Boston,  on  checks  signed  by  him  as  cashier  ;  and  the  cashier  of 
the  latter  bank  testified  that  he  knew  no  one  in  the  several  tran- 
sactions but  the  cashier  who  gave  the  checks.    Giving  full  effect 
to  testimony  as  to  usage,  it  only  proves  that  there  is  a  usage 
among  the  banks  in  this  city  that  the  cashiers  may  borrow  money 
of  other  banks  than  their  own  in  the  settlement  of  balances 
through  the  clearing-house,  and  may  sign  the  checks  given  for 
the  same  in  behalf  of  their  respective  banks,  and  that  they  may 
also  buy  and  sell  New  York  funds  in  the  manner  before  explained. 
But  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  that  the  evidence  introduced  to 
show  usage  has  no  tendency  to  show  that  there  is  any  usage 
among  t)ie  banks  in  this  city  that  the  cashier  of  a  national  bank 
may  certify  checks  as  in  this  case.    The  better  opinion  is,  that  a 
power  evidenced  by  usage  must  be  considered  as  defined  and 
limited  by  the  usage.    Strong  doubts  are  entertained  by  the  court, 
even  if  it  appeared  that  such  a  usage  prevailed  among  the  other 
banks  in  the  city,  whether  it  could  be  regarded  as  evidence  that 
the  cashier  of  the  defendant  bank  had  any  such  authority,  unless 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant  bank  had  in  some  way  directly  or 
indirectly  sanctioned  the  usage ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
that  question  at  the  present  time.    Be  that  as  it  may,  it  is  never- 
theless clear  that  usage  cannot  make  a  contract,  or  vary  or  en- 
large one,  as  made  by  the  parties.    Evidence  of  usage  is  admissible 
to  explain  what  is  doubtful,  but  it  is  not  admissible  to  contradict 
what  is  plain.    Insurance  Companies  v.  Wright,  1  Wall.  470 ;  Bliven 
et  al.  V.  New  England  Screw  Company^  23  How.  431 ;  Schooner 
Reeside,  2  Sumn.  667  ;  Dickinson  v.  Gay^  7  Allen,  37  ;  Dodd  et 
al.  V.  Farlow  et  al.j  11  Allen,  428. 

Viewed  in  any  light,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  there  is 
no  evidence  of  usage  in  this  case  which  would  warrant  the  jury 
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in  finding  that  the  cashier  of  the  defendant  bank  had  any  author- 
ity whatever  to  bind  the  bank  by  his  certificates  that  the  checks 
were  good.  The  argument  of  the  plaintifis  also  is,  that  the  cer- 
tificates of  the  cashier  import  on  their  face  that  he  was  author- 
ized to  exercise  that  power  in  behalf  of  the  bank.  Stated  in 
other  words,  the  proposition  is,  that  the  certificate  afibrds  a 
prima  facie  presumption  of  authority  in  the  officer  to  make  the 
certificate,  but  the  court  is  of  a  different  opinion,  as  the  proposi- 
tion, if  admitted,  would  enable  the  cashier  to  exercise  all  the 
powers  vested  in  the  directors  by  the  act  of  Congress,  to  which 
reference  has  been  made.  Payments  made,  or  money  received 
over  the  counter  of  the  bank  by  the  cashier,  are  doubtless  within 
that  rule,  and  so  perhaps  are  any  other  acts  of  the  cashier,  within 
the  scope  of  his  usual  and  ordinary  duties.  But  the  doctrine 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  acts  of  the  cashier  outside  of  his  usual 
and  ordinary  duties,  without  establishing  a  rule  which  will  ena- 
ble every  cashier  at  will  to  absorb  all  the  powers  of  the  directors, 
and  to  render  null  the  most  important  features  of  the  eighth 
section  of  the  act  of  Congress  providing  for  a  national  currency. 
Doubtless  the  decision  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  the  Bank  of 
Vergennes  v.  Warren  et  al.j  7  Hill,  91,  was  in  fact  founded  on 
that  distinction  ;  but  if  it  was  the  intention  of  the  court  to  give 
it  a  wider  application,  it  is  clear  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  decisions 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  cannot  be  favored 
by  this  court. 

Tiie  ninth  count  of  the  declaration  is  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  by  the  plaintifi*  bank  to  the  defendant  bank;  but 
the  court  decides  that  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  which 
would  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that  the  plaintiff  bank  ever 
sold  the  gold  certificates  and  the  coin,  or  either  of  the  same,  to 
the  defendant  bank  or  to  the  cashier  thereof  in  their  behalf,  as 
alleged  in  that  count. 

Assuming  that  the  propositions  stated  are  correct,  then  it 
necessarily  follows  that  the  plaintiffs  have  no  cause  of  action 
under  the  tenth  and  eleventh  counts  of  the  declaration.  They 
have  not  introduced  any  evidence  in  the  case  which  would  war- 
rant the  jury  in  finding  a  verdict  in  their  favor  under  those 
counts.     Motion  granted. 
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United  States  v.  John  Gbane. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  LOWELL,  JJ. 

Under  (  44of  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  Marcb,  1867,  it  was  objected  to  an  indictment  that  it  did 
not  snfficienUy  allege  that  the  accused  had  attempted  to  account  for  certain  of  his  prop- 
erty by  fictitious  losses,  and  that  he  had  secreted  and  concealed  certain  portions  of  his 
pn^rtj,  after  the  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy.  The  indictment  al- 
leged that  the  defendant  was  lawfully  adjudged  a  bankrupt ;  that  after  commencement 
of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  he  was  required  by  the  District  Court  to  submit  to  exami- 
nstion  on  oath  as  to  the  disposal  and  condition  of  his  property ;  that  such  examination 
was  held;  that  the  bankrupt  was  sworn  to  make  true  answers;  and  that  he  attempted 
to  account  for  a  certain  item  of  property,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  by  a  ficti- 
tious loes.  Jleldf  that  the  objection  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  allegation  could  not  be 
sustained. 

Section  38  of  the  act  provides  that  the  filing  of  a  petition  for  adjudication  In  bankruptcy, 
either  by  the  debtor  or  by  a  creditor,  upon  which  an  order  may  be  issued  by  the  court 
or  by  the  register,  shall  be  deemed  the  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

An  averment  in  the  indictment  that  the  defendant  was  lawfully  acyudgoda  bankrupt  was 
safficient  to  admit  the  record. 

Such  an  averment  is  only  a  preliminary  allegation  to  let  in  the  record  of  the  examination, 
irbich  Is  Itself  a  proceeding  in  bankruptcy. 

The  objection  that  the  averment  of  a  conclusion  is  insufficient  is  not  applicable  to  the  one 
hi  this  case,  which  was  only  essential  to  lay  the  foundation  for  the  admission  of  the  rec- 
ord to  which  it  refers. 

If  this  were  not  so,  then  it  would  be  necessary  to  set  out  the  whole  record  in  the  indictment. 

Wliere  in  an  indictment  it  was  alleged  in  substance  that  the  property  falsely  accounted  for 
belonged  to  the  bankrupt  and  was  assignable  under  the  Bankrupt  Act,  held^  that  such 
averment  was  equivalent  to  charging  that  the  property  was  that  of  the  defendant. 

Motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Indictment  under  §  44  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act  of  March  2, 1867,  charging  the  defendant  with  at- 
tempting to  account  for  a  certain  part  of  his  property  bj  fictitious 
losses,  and  for  secreting  certain  of  his  property  after  the  com^ 
mencement  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

The  following  causes  were  assigned :  — 

JFirst.  It  is  not  alleged,  nor  does  it  appear  in  either  count  of 
said  indictment,  that  he  has  committed  an  offence  of  which  this 
court  has  jurisdiction. 

Second.  It  is  not  alleged,  and  it  does  not  appear,  that  the 
omissions  charged  in  the  first  count  of  the  indictment,  or  that 
the  attempt  to  account  for  fifteen  thousand  six  hundred  and 
eighty-three  dollars  by  a  fictitious  loss  thereof  charged  in  the 
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second  count,  or  that  the  concealment  charged  in  the  third  and 
last  count)  was  after  the  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Third.  It  is  not  alleged,  and  it  does  not  appear,  that  the  omis- 
sion or  either  of  the  acts  with  which  he  is  charged  in  said  in- 
dictment was  after  the  commencement  of  legal  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy. 

Fourth.  If  the  second  counts  be,  in  other  respects,  sufficient, 
it  is  not  alleged  that  the  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  six  hundred 
and  eighty-three  dollars  was  the  property  of  him,  the  said 
Crane. 

Fifth.  The  said  indictment  and  each  and  all  the  counts 
thereof  are  otherwise  defective  and  insufficient  to  support  or 
warrant  a  judgment  against  him. 

G.  S.  Hillardy  U.  8.  Attorney. 

H.  W.  Paine  and  R.  W.  Muzzey^  for  defendant. 

Clifford,  J.  The  indictment  is  founded  upon  the  forty-fourth 
section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  second  of  March,  1867,  en- 
titled ^^  An  Act  to  establish  a  Uniform  System  of  Bankruptcy 
throughout  the  United  States.''    14  Stat,  at  Large,  539. 

By  that  section  it  is  provided,  among  other  things,  that  if  any 
debtor  or  bankrupt  shall,  after  the  commencement  of  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy,  secrete  or  conceal  any  property  belonging  to 
the  estate  ....  with  intent  to  prevent  it  from  coming  into 
the  possession  of  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy^  ....  or  shall, 
with  intent  to  defraud,  wilfully  and  fraudulently  conceal  from  his 
assignee  or  omit  from  his  schedule  any  property  or  effects  what- 
soever, ....  or  shall  attempt  to  account  for  any  of  his  property 
by  fictitious  losses  or  expenses, ....  he  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  etc.     14  Stat,  at  Large,  539. 

The  charge  in  the  first  count  of  the  indictment  is  that  the 
defendant  at  Boston  on  the  19th  of  February,  1868,  wilfully  and 
fraudulently,  and  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  did  omit 
from  the  schedule  annexed  to  his  petition  in  bankruptcy,  purport- 
ing to  contain  an  inventory  of  all  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  a 
large  part  of  his  personal  property,  assignable  under  said  act,  to 
wit,  tiiirty  thousand  dollars  in  money,  together  with  a  large 
amount  of  goods  and  chattels. 
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The  second  count  is  drawn  upon  that  clause  of  the  same  sec- 
tion which  makes  it  an  offence  to  attempt  to  account  for  anj  of 
his  property  bj  fictitious  losses  or  expenses,  as  is  more  fully  set 
forth  in  the  indictment. 

The  third  count  is  drawn  on  that  clause  of  the  section  which 
provides  for  the  punishment  of  any  such  debtor  or  bankrupt, 
who,  after  the  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy, 
secretes  or  conceals  any  property  belonging  to  his  estate,  with 
intent  to  prevent  it  from  coming  into  the  possession  of  the  as- 
signee in  bankruptcy. 

Motions  in  arrest  of  judgment  in  criminal  cases  are  addressed 
to  the  entire  indictment,  so  that  in  cases  where  the  indictment 
contains  more  than  one  count,  if  any  one  of  the  counts  is  good, 
ttie  motion  must  be  denied. 

Strong  doubts  are  entertained  whether  the  first  count  can  be 
supported ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  the  point,  as  the  court 
is  of  the  opinion  that  the  allegations  of  the  second  and  third 
counts  are  sufficient. 

Special  consideration  need  not  be  bestowed  upon  the  first 
cause  assigned  in  the  motion,  as  the  supposed  objections  therein 
specified  are  more  definitely  set  forth  in  the  second  and  third 
causes,  and  those  two  causes  may  be  considered  together. 

The  precise  import  of  the  objection  is  that  the  counts,  or  either 
of  them,  do  not  show  definite  and  sufficient  allegations ;  that  the 
several  supposed  criminal  acts  therein  imputed  to  the  defendant 
▼ere  done  and  committed  by  him  after  the  commencement  of 
the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

The  argument  is,  that  the  allegation  that  the  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy  were  previously  commenced  is  essential  in  the  in- 
dictment, because  the  acts  imputed  to  the  defendant  were  not 
criminal  unless  they  were  done  and  committed  after  those  pro- 
ceedings were  commenced;  and  it  is  doubtless  true  that  the 
proposition  is  well  founded.  Suppose  that  to  be  so,  still  the  in- 
quiry remains  whether  the  allegations  as  made  are  sufficient. 

The  substance  of  the  allegations  of  the  second  count  upon  that 
sobject  is,  that  the  defendant,  on  his  own  petition,  filed  in  said 
District  Court  on  the  19th  of  February,  1868,  was  lawfully  ad- 
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judged  a  bankrupt,  and  after  the  commencement  of  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy  in  the  said  case,  he  was  required  by  the  said  Dis- 
trict Court  to  attend  and  submit  to  an  examination  on  oath  upon 
all  matters  relating  to  the  disposal  and  condition  of  his  property, 
and  that  he  did  submit  to  such  examination  in  pursuance  of 
such  requirements,  and  was  then  and  there  duly  sworn  to  make 
true  answers  to  such  questions  as  should  be  propounded  to  him  in 
reference  to  the  disposal  of  his  property  and  estate.  Such  is  the 
substance  of  the  allegation  in  respect  to  the  commencement  of 
the  proceedings  ;  but  the  grand  jury  go  on  to  allege  that  he  was 
then  and  there  inquired  of  as  to  the  disposal  of  fifteen  thousand 
six  hundred  and  eighty-three  dollars  previously  received  by  him 
on  a  certain  day,  therein  specified ;  and  the  averment  is,  that  he 
then  and  there,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  falsely  and 
fraudulently  attempted  to  account  for  that  sum  by  a  fictitious 
loss  of  the  same,  as  therein  more  fully  set  forth  and  alleged.  The 
direct  provision  of  the  thirty-eighth  section  is,  that  the  filing  of 
a  petition  for  adjudication  in  bankruptcy,  either  by  a  debtor  in 
his  own  behalf  or  by  any  creditor  against  a  debtor,  upon  which 
an  order  may  be  issued  by  the  court  or  by  a  register  iu  the 
manner  provided  in  section  four,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to 
be  the  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  under  that 
act.  14  Stat,  at  Large,  35.  Doubt  cannot  be  entertained  that 
the  averment  that  the  defendant  was  lawfully  adjudged  a  bank- 
rupt, as  therein  alleged,  was  sufficient  to  admit  the  record,  or  an 
exemplified  copy  thereof,  in  evidence ;  and  inasmuch  as  the  act 
alleged  could  not  be  proved  in  any  other  way,  the  court  is  of 
the  opinion  that  the  allegation  in  the  form  pleaded  is  sufficient. 
Taken  in  any  point  of  view,  it  is  only  a  preliminary  allegation,  to 
let  in  the  record  of  the  examination  of  the  bankrupt,  which  is 
itself  a  proceeding  in  bankruptcy. 

An  averment  of  a  conclusion  is  said  to  be  insufficient ;  but  the 
rule  has  many  exceptions,  and  cannot  properly  be  applied  to  an 
allegation  like  the  one  under  consideration,  which  is  only  essen- 
tial as  laying  the  foundation  for  the  admission  of  the  record  to 
which  it  refers.  Unless  that  be  the  rule  in  this  case,  then  it  was 
necessary  to  set  out  the  whole  record,  which  cannot  be  admitted, 
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as  it  would  require  unnecessary  complexitj  in  indictments  under 
this  act  of  Congress  without  any  possible  advantage  to  the  ac* 
ensed.  Objection  was  not  made  to  the  admissibility  of  the  rec- 
ord, under  this  allegation,  and  certainly,  where  it  was  received 
in  evidence,  every  right  of  the  accused  was  as  effectually  pro- 
tected as  if  the  record  had  been  copied  into  the  indictment. 

Suffice  it  to  say,  without  entering  more  into  detail,  that  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  neither  the  second  nor  the  third  cause 
assigned  in  support  of  the  motion  is  well  founded,  whether  ap- 
plied to  the  second  or  third  count. 

The  ground  assumed  in  the  fourth  cause  assigned  is,  that  it 
is  not  alleged  in  the  second  count  that  the  money  therein 
described  was  the  property  of  the  defendant.  But  it  is  therein 
alleged,  in  substance  and  effect,  that  the  money  belonged  to  him, 
and  was  assignable  under  the  Bankrupt  Act. 

Motion  overruled. 

Judgment  on  the  verdict. 
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A  *tock  of  sngan  was  insared  under  a  time-policy,  which  contained  the  condition  that 
if  4he  property  should  be  sold  or  conveyed  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  if  the  policy  should  be 
•Migned  without  the  consent  of  the  company,  the  risk  should  cease;  but  if  the  assured 
iboQld  sell  the  property,  or  part  thereof,  before  the  expiration  of  the  policy,  the  same 
night  be  continued  for  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser,  if  the  company  gave  their  consent, 
to  he  evidenced  by  a  certificate  of  the  fact  or  by  indorsement  on  the  policy.  Shortly 
tfier  the  date  of  the  policy  the  assured  sold  the  property  to  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  day 
of  the  completion  of  the  delivery  indorsed  the  policy  to  him  as  follows:  **Pflyable  in 
ease  of  loss  to  Edward  C.  Bates.**  The  policy  was  sent  to  the  defendants  with  the 
nqoMl  that  they  wonld  approve  the  indorsement.    It  was  approved  in  the  following 
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terms:  "Consent  is  hereby  given  to  the  above  indorsement**  At  the  time  of  the  lots 
the  plaintiff  bad  on  hand  a  quantity  of  sugars  equal  to  that  which  was  owned  by  the 
assured  at  the  date  of  the  policy.  Held,  that  the  indorsements  on  the  back  of  the  pol- 
icy were  not  a  compliance  with  the  conditions  of  the  policy  in  case  of  sale.  Under  those 
conditions  the  policy  would  not  continue  for  the  benefit  of  a  purchaser,  and  the  consent 
of  the  company  to  the  change  of  ownership  must  be  evidenced  substantially  as  required 
in  the  conditional  clause. 

Upon  sale  of  the  property  without  the  antecedent  consent  of  the  company  the  risk  ceased, 
and  the  policy  became  void,  unless  the  consent  of  the  company  thereto  was  subsequently 
obtained. 

The  purchase  was  made,  but  the  consent  of  the  company  to  the  transfer  was  not  obtained, 
and  they  had  no  notice  of  it  prior  to  the  loss.  They  consented,  in  cose  the  property  of 
the  assured  was  destroyed,  they  would  pay  the  amount  to  the  plaintiff,  not  that  the  pol* 
icy  should  continue  for  the  benefit  of  any  one  other  than  the  insured. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  policy  of  insurance.  Plea  the  general  issue, 
and  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
upon  questions  of  law,  reserved  at  the  trial.  The  policy  was 
dated  October  11, 1861,  and  it  was  issued  to  William  D.  Phil- 
brook  in  the  sum  of  $3,000,  for  one  year  from  date,  on  a  stock 
of  sugar,  raw,  wrought,  and  in  process,  contained  in  the  frame 
building,  with  composition  roof,  occupied  by  the  assured,  for 
refining  sugar,  situated  on  Sargent's  Wharf,  in  Boston,  Mass. 
The  terms  of  the  policy  material  to  be  noticed  were,  "  that  if  the 
situation  of  the  property  or  the  circumstances  affecting  the  risk 
should  be  during  the  existence  of  the  policy  altered  or  changed, 
by  or  through  the  advice,  consent,  or  agency  of  the  assured,  or 
if  said  property  should  be  sold,  or  conveyed  in  whole  or  in  part, 
or  if  the  policy  should  be  assigned,  without  the  consent  of  the 
company,  ....  then,  and  in  every  such  case,  the  risk  assumed 
should  cease,  and  the  policy  become  void. 

But  the  company  agreed  that  if  the  assured  should  sell  tiie 
property,  or  any  part  thereof,  before  the  expiration  of  the  policy, 
a  proportion  of  the  premium  received  should  be  repaid,  upon 
receiving  notice  of  such  sale,  before  loss,  reserving,  however, 
three  months'  premium  on  the  sum  insured,  over  and  above  the 
amount  which  would  be  due  at  the  time  of  receiving  such 
notice;  or  the  policy  might  continue  for  the  benefit  of  such 
purchaser  if  the  company  gave  their  consent  thereto.  Consent 
was  to  be  evidenced  by  a  certificate  of  the  fact  or  by  indorse- 
ment on  the  policy.    The  execution  of  the  policy  was  admitted, 
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and  the  evidence  showed  that  the  assured  was  at  that  date  the 
owner  of  $60,000  or  $70,000  worth  of  sugars  on  that  wharf,  of 
the  description  specified  in  the  policy.  Shortly  after  the  date  of 
the  policy  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  sugars  of  the  assured,  and 
the  same  were  all  delivered  to  him,  pursuant  to  orders  of  the 
seller,  on  or  before  November  23  following. 

Delivery  of  the  sugars  to  the  plaintiff  was  completed  on  that 
daj,  and  on  the  same  day  the  assured  indorsed  the  policy  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  terms  following,  to  wit,  "  Payable  in  case  of  loss 
to  Edward  C.  Bates,''  and  signed  the  same  and  delivered  the 
policy  to  the  plaintiff.    The  proofs  also  showed,  that  he  made 
the  indorsement  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  of  sale,  and  that 
the  premium  for  the  unexpired  portion  of  the  term  of  the  policy 
was  taken  into  account  between  the  parties  in  making  the  con- 
tract.   On  the  28th  of  the  same  month  the  policy  with  the  in- 
dorsement thereon,  signed  by  the  assured,  was  enclosed  to  the 
president  of  the  company,  requesting  him  to  approve  of  the 
indorsement ;  and  on  the  following  day  the  policy  was  returned 
indorsed,  "  Consent  is  hereby  given  to  the  above  indorsement," 
and  the  same  was  signed,  ^^  Equitable  Insurance  Company,  Fred 
W.  Arnold  Secretary." 

Subsequent  to  the  purchase  and  delivery  of  the  sugars,  the 
plaintiff  carried  on  the  business  of  refining  sugars  at  that  refin- 
ery, substantially  in  the  same  way  that  the  business  prior  to  that 
time  had  been  conducted  by  his  vendor,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
loss  he  had  on  hand  a  quantity  of  sugars  equal  to  that  which  was 
owned  by  the  assured  at  the  date  of  his  policy,  and  of  the  same 
descriptions.     During  the  night  of  the  24th  of  February,  1862, 
the  entire  stock  of  sugars  in  that  refinery  was  destroyed  by  fire. 
Due  notice  was  given  of  the  loss  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  following 
day,  and  two  days  later  the  defendants  admitted  the  receipt  of 
(he  notice,  but  declined  to  pay  the  amount,  upon  the  groufid  that 
the  assured  ceased  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property  before  the 
loss,  and  that  they  had  never  assented  to  any  change  of  owner- 
ship in  the  property  insured.    They  set  up  the  same  defence  at 
the  trial,  but  the  court  overruled  it  and  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  reserving  the  question  for  further  consideration. 
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H.  Metcalf  and  C.  B.  Ooodrichy  for  plaintiff. 

Oeo.  H.  Brotme^  for  defendants. 

CuFFOBD,  J.  Time-policies  upon  a  stock  in  trade,  especiallj 
where  they  cover  a  considerable  period  of  time,  and  where  from 
the  nature  of  the  business  it  appears  that  the  parties  must  have 
understood  that  the  stock  would  be  continually  changing,  apply 
to  goods  in  the  place  of  business  from  time  to  time,  as  purchases 
are  made  to  supply  the  place  of  goods  sold  in  the  usual  and 
regular  course  of  business  within  the  lifetime  of  the  policy. 
1  Phil,  on  Ins.  §§  489-491 ;  Angel  on  Ins.  §  203 ;  Lafie  v.  Maine 
Mat.  F.  Ins.  Co.^  12  Me.  44 ;  Hooper  y.  Hudson  River  F.  Ins.  Co.^ 
17  N.  Y.  426. 

Partial  sales  of  the  stock,  therefore,  under  such  a  policy,  if  the 
vacuum  is  regularly  supplied  by  new  purchases  of  equal  value, 
and  of  the  same  description  of  goods,  will  not  render  the  policy 
void,  even  though  the  entire  stock  may  change  before  the  loss 
occurs.  Unless  the  rule  were  so,  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  a 
stock  in  trade  for  any  considerable  period  of  time  would  cease 
to  be  an  indemnity  against  loss.  Such  partial  sales  in  the  usual 
course  of  business  are  not  prohibited  by  the  terms  of  the  policy 
in  this  case.  Both  parties  knew  that  the  sugars  on  hand  were 
to  be  manufactured  and  that  the  product  was  to  be  sold,  and  that 
the  unmanufactured  sugars  were  to  be  supplied  by  new  purchases 
to  keep  the  stock  good,  and  it  is  not  pretended  by  the  defend- 
ants that  any  such  sales  and  purchases  had  the  effect  to  impair 
the  right  of  the  assured  to  recover  on  the  policy.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  plaintiff  concedes  that  in  case  of  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty, such  as  was  made  by  the  assured  to  the  plaintiff,  the  risk 
would  cease  and  the  policy  become  void,  unless  the  company 
gave  their  consent  thereto  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
that  condition  in  the  policy.  Whether  conceded  or  not,  it  is 
clear  that  without  such  consent  the  policy  would  not  continue, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the 
consent,  to  be  valid,  must  be  evidenced  substantially  as  required 
in  that  clause  of  the  policy. 

Parties  make  their  own  contracts,  and  courts  are  bound  by 
their  terms  and  conditions.    The  express  words  of  the  condition 
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are,  that  ^^  the  policy  (in  case  of  a  sale)  maj  continue  for  the 
benefit  of  the  purchaser  if  this  company  give  their  consent  there- 
to," to  be  evidenced  by  a  "  certificate  of  the  fact  or  by  indorse- 
ment on  this  policy." 

None  of  these  views  are  directly  controverted  by  the  plaintifi", 
but  he  insists  that  the  indorsement  appearing  on  the  back  of  the 
policy  is  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  condition  in  that 
behalf,  as  before  recited,  which  is  the  principal  question  between 
the  parties. 

Reference  is  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  case  of  Hooper  v.  The 
EucUan  JRiver  BaUroad,  17  N.  Y.  426,  as  supporting  his  views, 
that  the  indorsement  on  the  policy  in  this  case  affords  sufficient 
evidence  that  the  defendants  had  notice  that  he  had  purchased 
the  property  of  the  assured.  Careful  examination  of  that  case, 
however,  will  show  that  it  is  not  analogous,  and  that  it  does  not 
support  the  proposition  as  applied  to  the  case  before  the  court. 
The  statement  of  the  case  shows  that  the  entire  stock  in  trade 
of  tlie  assured  was  sold  at  auction,  and  that  the  plaintiff  in  the 
salt  on  the  policy  became  the  purchaser,  and  on  the  same  day  he 
applied  to  the  insurance  company  and  obtained  their  consent  in 
writing,  indorsed  on  the  policy  that  the  interests  of  the  assured 
in  the  policy  might  be  assigned  to  him,  and  he  subsequently  took 
such  an  assignment  in  writing  before  the  loss. 

Bight  to  the  benefit  of  the  policy  was  denied,  because  the  pur- 
chaser did  not  disclose  his  interest  when  he  applied  to  the  com- 
pany for  their  consent  that  the  policy  might  be  transferred,  but 
the  court  held  that  the  act  of  applying  for  consent  that  the  policy 
might  be  assigned  was  notice  to  the  company  that  the  applicant 
had  acquired  or  was  about  to  acquire,  some  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty msured. 

Destitute  as  this  case  is  of  every  feature  of  resemblance  to  that 
one,  it  hardly  seems  necessary  to  point  out  the  differences.  Suf- 
fice it  to  say,  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  application  for  con- 
sent that  the  policy  might  be  assigned ;  no  consent  to  that  effect 
was  ever  given,  nor  did  the  assured  ever  execute  any  assignment 
of  the  policy. 

Sale  of  the  property  by  the  assured  without  any  antecedent 
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consent  of  the  company  is  proved  and  admitted,  and  of  course 
the  risk  ceased  and  the  policy  became  void  at  that  time,  unless 
the  purchaser  subsequently  secured  the  consent  of  the  company 
thereto,  as  required  by  the  terms  of  the  policy.  Carpenter  v. 
Prov.  Wash.  Ins.  Co.^  16  Pet.  602;  Foster  v.  Equitable  Ins.  Co.^ 
2  Gray,  216 ;  Grosvemor  v.  Atlantic  F.  Lis.  Co.^  17  N.  Y,  891 ; 
Loring  v.  MavUfrs  Ins.  Co.j  8  Gray,  29. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  what  is  the  true  meaning  and  legal  effect 
of  the  indorsement  in  this  case,  to  whichi  the  defendants  con- 
sented through  their  secretary? 

In  the  case  of  Ghrosvemor  v.  Atlantic  F.  Ins.  Co.^  17  N.  Y.  891, 
the  direct  adjudication  was  that  where  a  fire  policy  names  the 
owner  as  the  person  insured,  and  declares  that  the  damages  in 
case  of  loss  shall  be  payable  to  another  person,  therein  named  as 
mortgagee,  the  latter  cannot  recover  in  case  of  a  breach  of  the 
conditions  of  the  policy  by  the  mortgagor.  In  such  case  the 
contract  is  with  the  mortgagor,  and  for  the  insurance  of  his  in- 
terest, and  the  mortgagee  can  recover  only  where  the  mortgagor 
could  have  done  so,  had  the  money  been  payable  to  himself  instead 
of  being  payable  for  his  benefit  to  the  mortgagee.  Insurance  Co. 
V.  Chase,  5  Wall,  616. 

The  present  case  is  no  stronger  than  those  cases  where  the 
appointee  to  receive  money  in  case  the  property  of  the  assured  is 
lost,  is  named  in  the  policy  itself  instead  of  being  appointed  by 
an  indorsement  on  the  back.  Neither  such  a  stipulation  in 
the  policy  nor  such  an  indorsement  on  the  back  of  the  policy 
amounts  to  an  assignment  of  the  policy,  or  operates  as  a  trans- 
fer of  the  property  insured. 

Decided  cases  to  this  point  are  quite  numerous,  and  they  are 
all  one  way.  Hale  v.  M.  M.  F.  Ins,  Co.,  6  Gray,  169 ;  Young 
et  al.  V.  Eagle  F.  Ins.  Co.,  14  Gray,  163 ;  Fogg  v.  Middlesex  F.  Lis. 
Co.,  10  Cush.  837;  Ketchum  v.  Protective  Ins.  Co.,  1  Allen,  N.  B. 
186  ;  Loring  v.  M.  Ins.  Co.,  8  Gray,  29. 

The  argument  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the  application  to  the  de- 
fendants for  consent  that  the  sum  insured  in  case  of  loss  should 
be  payable  to  him,  was  notice  of  the  sale  of  the  property  and  of 
the  assignment  of  the  policy ;  but  it  is  clear  that  neither  branch 
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of  the  proposition  can  be  sustained.  Fogg  v.  Middlesex  Im.  Co.j 
10  Cush.  348 ;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Chase,  6  Wall,  616. 

Viewed  in  any  light,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover.  Purchase  of 
the  property  insured  was  made  by  the  plaintiff,  but  he  did  not 
procure  the  consent  of  the  company  to  the  sale,  and  they  had  no 
notice  of  the  transfer  prior  to  the  loss.  They  consented,  in  case 
the  property  of  the  assured  was  destroyed,  that  they  would  pay 
the  amount  to  the  plaintiff,  but  they  never  consented  that  the 
policy  should  continue  for  the  benefit  of  any  one  except  the  in- 
sured. 

Verdict  set  aside. 
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United  States  v,  Juuus  P.  Hartwell,  Charles  Mellen,  and 

Charles  H  Ward. 

before  clifford  and  lowell,  jj. 

^0  officer  of  the  United  States  charged  With  the  safe-keeping  of  public  moneys  was 

indicted  as   principal  defendant  under  the  act  of  August  6,  1846,  for  loaning  such 

niooey  so  intrusted  to  him  to  certain  persons  indicted  jointly  with  him.    Before  the 

jorjr  were  empanelled  he  pleaded  nolo  contendere.    Certain  confessions  of  his  that  he  had 

loaned  the  public  monej  were  oflcrcd  in  evidence.    Ileld^  they  were  properly  admitted 

to  show  that  he  had  unlawfully  loaned  a  portion  of  the  public  money,  but  not  to  prove 

that  the  other  defendants  ever  advised  or  participated  in  the  criminal  acts.    The  other 

defendants  were  charged  with  advi.«ing  and  participating  in  the  felonious  acts,  but 

neither  the  declarations  nor  acts  of  the  principal  defendant  could  be  admitted  to  prove 

anything  against  them. 

The  defendants  before  the  court,  after  the  principal  defendant*s  plea,  were  held  to  be 

priiMipals  and  not  accessaries. 
Misdemeanors  do  not  admit  of  accessaries  cither  before  or  after  the  fact,  and  tlio  general 
ni!e  is,  that  whatsoever  will  make  a  party  an  accessary  before  fact  in  felony  will  make 
him  a  principal  in  misdemeanor  if  properly  charged  as  such. 
The  offence  charged  in  this  case  was  a  misdemeanor,  but  it  would  make  no  difference  if  it 
were  held  to  be  a  felony,  as  the  dcfendnnts  before  the  court  were  confederates  of  the 
principal  defendant  in  the  commission  of  the  crime. 
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He  loaned  them  the  pnblic  moneys,  and  they  borrowed  them  knowing  him  to  be  an  officer 
of  the  United  States  charged  with  the  custody  of  the  moneys. 

Acts,  conduct,  and  declarations  of  each  confederate  made  during  the  pendency  of  a 
criminal  enterprise  are  competent  evidence  against  all  concerned  in  it ;  bat  confes* 
sions  subsequent  to  the  crime  can  affect  as  evidence  only  a  party  by  whom  they  were 
made. 

When  the  accessary  is  tried  with  the  principal,  the  confessions  of  the  principal  are  ad- 
missible to  prove  his  own  guilt,  and  where  the  principal  confesses  by  pleading  gailty 
rnd  retiring  from  the  bar  under  his  recognizance,  the  record  of  the  conviction  of 
the  principal  was  properly  introduced,  and  was  prima  Jacie  evidence  of  his  guilt  at 
the  trial  of  the  other  defendants,  and  his  confessions  to  show  that  he  was  rightfully 
convicted. 

Evidence  of  his  confessions  to  prove  the  guilt  of  the  principal  cannot  be  admitted  under 
an  indictment  against  the  accessary,  unless  the  guilt  or  antecedent  conviction  of  the 
principal  is  alleged  in  the  indictment. 

Conviction  may  accrue  either  by  confession  and  pleading  guilty,  or  by  being  found 
guilty. 

Where  the  guilt  of  the  principal  was  admitted  at  the  trial  of  the  accessaries,  even  if  the 
confessions  of  the  principal  were  improperl}*  admitted,  still  a  motion  for  new  trial  oug^t 
not  to  prevail  because  the  record  of  the  conviction  of  tlie  principal  was  properly  intro- 
duced and  vf  as  prima  fade  evidence  of  his  guilt  at  the  trial  of  the  other  defendants. 

The  legal  effect  of  the  plea  of  **  noh  contendere^*  and  "  guilty  '*  is  the  same  as  regards  aU 
the  proceedings  on  the  indictment.     . 

If  the  defendants  in  this  indictment  had  been  charged  as  accessaries  to  the  offence  alleged 
against  the  principal,  still  the  confessions  of  the  principal  were  properly  admitted  to 
prove  that  he  committed  the  offence. 

Officers  and  other  persons  charged  with  the  safe-keeping, 
transfer,  and  disbursement  of  the  public  moneys  are  required, 
by  the  act  of  the  6th  of  August,  1846,  to  keep  an  accurate 
entry  of  each  sum  received,  and  of  each  payment  or  transfer, 
and  the  sixteenth  section  of  the  act  also  provides  that  if  any  one 
of  the  said  officers  shall  loan  any  portion  of  the  public  moneys 
intrusted  to  him  for  safe-keeping,  disbursement,  or  transfer, 
every  such  act  shall  be  deemed  and  adjudged  to  be  an  embez- 
zlement of  so  much  of  the  said  moneys  as  siiall  be  thus  loaned, 
which  is  therein  declared  to  be  a  felony ;  and  the  same  section 
further  provides  that  all  persons  advising  or  participating  in 
such  act  being  convicted  thereof  before  any  court  of  the  United 
States  of  competent  jurisdiction  shall  be  punished  as  therein  pro- 
vided.   9  Stat,  at  Large,  63. 

Founded  on  that  provision  the  indictment  in  this  case  con* 
tained  nine  counts,  charging  in  substance  and  effect  that  the 
first-named  defendant,  at  the  times  therein  mentioned,  was  an 
officer  in  the  office  of  the  assistant  treasurer  at  Boston,  in  the 
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Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  and  that  he,  as  such  officer, 
then  and  there  loaned  large  sums  of  the  public  moneys  depos- 
ited in  that  office  to  the  firm  of  Mellen,  Ward,  &  Co.  and  that 
Hellen  and  Ward,  the  other  two  defendants  named  in  the  in- 
dictment, then  and  there  advised  and  participated  in  those  sev- 
eral unlawful  and  criminal  acts  of  loaning  such  portions  of  the 
public  moneys  so  intrusted  to  that  officer  for  safe-keeping,  dis- 
bursement, and  transfer. 

Subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  indictment,  the  defendants 
were  arraigned  and  severally  pleaded  not  guilty,  but,  when 
they  were  set  at  the  bar  for  trial  on  a  later  day  in  the  same 
term,  the  principal  defendant,  Hartwell,  retracted  his  plea  of 
not  guilty,  and  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  which  was  accepted 
by  the  district  attorney,  and,  it  appearing  that  bis  recogni- 
zance was  satisfactory,  he  was  allowed  to  retire  from  the  bar 
and  the  jury  were  empanelled  for  the  trial  of  the  other  de- 
fendants.     Evidence  was  introduced  by  the  district  attorney, 
showing  that  the  public  moneys  of  the  United  States,  intrusted 
to  the  assistant  treasurer  at  Boston,  in  this  Commonwealth,  were 
kept  in  the  vault  of  the  depository  designated  for  that  purpose ; 
that  the  room  so  designated  and  used  was  about  ten  feet  square, 
and  was  divided  into  two  apartments  separated  by  a  passage- 
way with  partitions  on  each  side  of  the  passage.     Gold  was  kept 
in  the  apartment  on  the  right-hand  side  of  the  passage  in  boxes, 
some  of  which  contained  five  thousand  dollars,  and  others  only 
one  thousand  dollars,  and  there  were  also  considerable  quanti- 
ties of  silver  coins  and  currency  kept  in  that  apartment  of  the 
vault.     Six  or  seven  millions  of  gold  coin,  sealed  up  in  bags, 
were  also  kept  in  the  other  apartment  on  the  other  side  of  the 
passage-way,  and  there  was  a  door  from  the  passage-way  into 
each  of  those  apartments.     Hartwell  was  paying  teller  in  that 
office,  and  as  such  had  access  to  both  apartments  of  the  deposi- 
tory.     The  tendency  of  the  testimony  was  to  show  that  the 
amount  of  the  public  moneys  kept  there  during  the  period  laid 
in  the  indictment  was  seldom  or  never  less  than  twelve  millions 
of  dollars  at  any  one  time.    The  substantial  charge  of  the  in- 
dictment is,  that  the  principal  defendant  loaned  large  sums  of 
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the  public  moneys  intmsted  to  him  for  safe-keeping,  transfer, 
and  disbursement,  and  that  the  other  two  defendants,  together 
with  one  Edward  Carter,  who  did  not  appear,  advised  and  parti- 
cipated in  that  unlawful  act.  The  docket  entries  show  that  the 
principal  defendant  pleaded  nolo  contendere  before  the  jurj  were 
empanelled,  and  those  entries  were  introduced  in  evidence  dur- 
ing the  trial.  The  principal  witness  for  the  government  was 
the  chief  clerk  in  the  office  of  the  assistant  treasurer,  who  was 
called  and  examined  hy  the  district  attornej.  He  testified, 
among  other  things,  that  Hartwell,  in  the  afternoon  of  the  28th 
of  February,  1867,  stated  to  the  witness  that  he  wished  to  have 
some  conversation  with  him,  and  that  they  went  into  the  right- 
hand  apartment  of  the  vault  for  that  purpose,  and  while  there 
he  told  the  witness  that  he  had  been  loaning  the  public  moneys 
to  Mellen,  Ward,  &  Co.,  as  charged  in  the  indictment.  Sea- 
sonable objection  was  made  by  the  defendants  on  trial  to  the 
introduction  of  that  testimony,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  hear- 
say and  inadmissible 'as  against  them  for  any  purpose.  They 
conceded  that  the  testimony  would  be  admissible  if  Hartwell 
was  on  trial,  to  prove  his  guilt  as  against  himself,  but  they 
denied  that  the  evidence  could  be  properly  admitted,  even  if  the 
principal  were  on  trial,  to  prove  his  guilt  as  against  the  defend- 
ants charged  as  having  advised  and  participated  in  the  criminal 
acts  alleged  against  the  principal  defendant.  But  the  court 
ruled  that  such  evidences,  if  all  the  defendants  were  on  trial  at 
the  same  time,  would  be  admissible  to  prove  the  guilt  of  the 
principal,  both  as  against  himself  and  as  against  the  other  de- 
fendants, and  that  the  same  rule  must  prevail  as  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  evidence  where  those  charged  with  having  advised 
and  participated  in  the  criminal  acts  of  the  principal  are  sepa- 
rately tried  in  consequence  of  the  previous  conviction  of  the 
principal,  or  because  he  had  pleaded  guilty  or  nolo  contendere^  as 
in  this  case.  Repeated  confessions  of  the  principal  under  that 
ruling  were  admitted  in  evidence  to  the  effect  that  he  had  loaned 
the  public  moneys  intrusted  to  him  for  safe-keeping,  transfer, 
and  disbursement,  as  alleged  in  the  indictment,  but  the  court 
ruled  at  the  same  time,  and  subsequently  instructed  the  jury  to 
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the  same  effect,  that  none  of  the  confessions,  admissions,  or  state- 
ments of  the  principal  defendant  were  admissible  to  prove  that 
the  defendants  on  trial  ever  advised  or  participated  in  those 
criminal  acts.     Detailed  statements  of  the  confessions  of  the 
principal  were  given  bj  several  witnesses  subject  to  the  same 
objection^  which  were  overruled  bj  the  court  upon  the  same 
ground,  and  thej  were  admitted  in  evidence  for  the  same  special 
purpoie.     Much  other  evidence  was  introduced,  and  the  jury 
imder  the  court's  instructions  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  against 
both  defendants.     Exceptions  were  dulj  taken  to  the  rulings 
and  instructions,  and  the  case  came  before  the  court  upon  a 
motion  for  new  trial. 
a.  S.  HiUardj  U.  S.  District  Attorney. 

Benjamm  F.  ThomaSj  G.  C.  Shattuchy  H.  W.  Paine^  for  de- 
fendants. 

CuFFORD,  J.    The  grounds  of  the  motion  are  as  follows: 
1.  Because  the  confessions  of  the  principal  defendant  were  im- 
properly admitted  to  prove  that  he  unlawfully  loaned  certain  por- 
tions of  the  public  moneys  as  alleged  in  the  indictment.     2.  Be- 
cause the  verdict  was  not  warranted  by  the  law  and  the  evidence 
in  the  case.    Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  exceptions  to  the 
ndings  and  the  instructions  of  the  court,  it  becomes  necessary 
to  examine  the  charge  as  laid  in  the  indictment,  and  to  ascertain 
it»  precise  character  as  defined  in  the  act  of  Congress.    Briefly 
Btated,  the  offence  charged  against  the  principal  defendant  is, 
that  he  unlawfully  and  feloniously  loaned  certain  portions  of  the 
pablic  moneys  intrusted  to  him  for  safe-keeping,  transfer,  and 
disborsement,  to  the  other  three  defendants  therein  named ;  but 
the  charge  against  the  other  defendants  is,  that  they  then  and 
there  advised  and  participated  in  that  unlawful  and  felonious  act. 
Neither  the  acts  nor  the  declarations  of  the  principal  were  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  to  prove  anything  which  was  charged  against 
the  otlier  defendants.    They  were  charged  with  liaving  advised 
and  participated  in  the  unlawful  and  felonious  act  committed  by 
the  principal,  but  the  court  expressly  ruled  that  neither  the  acts, 
conduct,  nor  declarations  of  the  principal  were  admissible  to  prove 
anything  charged  against  them  in  the  indictment.    The  express 
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ruling  of  the  court  was  that  the  confessions  of  the  principal  de- 
fendant were  admissible  to  prove  his  own  criminal  act  as  laid  in 
the  indictment,  but  that  thej  were  not  admissible  to  prove  any- 
thing charged  against  the  other  defendants,  and  the  limitation 
contained  in  the  ruling  of  the  court  was  also  embodied  in  the  in-* 
structions  given  to  the  jury.  Loaning  the  public  moneys  was  the 
charge  against  the  principal,  and  the  court  admitted  his  confes- 
sions to  prove  that  charge,  but  ruled  that  neither  the  acts  nor  the 
confessions  of  the  principal  were  admissible  to  prove  the  charge 
as  laid  in  the  indictment  against  the  defendants  on  trial.  None 
of  these  suggestions  are  controverted,  but  the  theory  of  the  de- 
fendants is,  that  the  allegations  of  the  indictment  create  the 
technical  relation  of  principal  and  accessary,  as  between  the  party 
alleged  to  have  loaned  the  public  moneys,  and  the  defendants  who 
are  charged  with  having  advised  and  participated  in  that  unlaw- 
ful and  felonious  act  as  defined  in  the  act  of  Congress.  Theories 
are  often  assumed  because  they  are  plausible,  when,  upon  a  closer 
examination,  it  appears  that  in  point  of  fact  they  have  no  founda- 
tion whatever.  The  present  theory  as  assumed  in  argument  by 
the  defendants  probably  has  its  foundation  in  the  analogy  be- 
tween the  word  ^'  advising''  as  used  in  the  act  of  Congress  on 
which  the  indictment  is  founded,  and  the  word  ^^  counselling"  as 
usually  employed  in  defining  the  meaning  of  an  accessary  to  a 
felony  before  the  fact  as  understood  at  common  law.  But  there 
are  at  least  two  difficulties  in  the  way  of  that  theory  as  applied 
to  this  case  which  cannot  be  overcome :  1 .  The  statute  offence 
of  loaning  the  public  moneys  was  not  a  felony  at  common  law, 
and  the  offence  charged  against  the  defendants  of  having  advised 
and  participated  in  that  act  is  not  declared  to  be  a  felony  by  the 
act  of  Congress.  2.  The  second  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  the- 
ory is,  that,  by  the  true  construction  of  the  provision  defining  the 
offence,  the  defendants  before  the  court  are  principals  and  not 
merely  accessaries,  as  supposed  in  the  proposition.  Aiders  and 
abettors  were  formerly  defined  to  be  accessaries  at  the  fact,  and 
the  rule  was,  that  they  could  not  be  tried  until  the  principal  had 
been  convicted  or  outlawed ;  but  it  has  been  long  settled  that  all 
those  who  are  present,  aiding  and  abetting,  when  a  felony  is  com- 
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mitted,  are  principals  either  in  the  first  or  second  degree,  and  if 
in  the  second  degree,  that  they  may  be  arraigned  and  tried  be- 
fore the  principal  in  the  first  degree,  and  that  they  may  be  con- 
victed even  though  the  party  charged  as  principal  in  the  first 
degree  is  acquitted.  Foster,  Cr.  L.  847 ;  Ros.  Cr.  Ev.  214 ; 
Tatflar^s  ease,  1  Leach,  860 ;  Eez  v.  Totvle  et  al.j  Buss.  &  B.  814  ; 
Bex  y.  Perkinij  2  Den.  C.  C.  458.  An  accessary,  says  Black- 
stone,  is  he  who  is  not  the  chief  actor  in  the  ofiTence  nor  present 
at  the  time,  but  is  in  some  way  concerned  therein,  either  before 
or  after  the  fact  committed.  4  Bl.  Com.  84.  Accessaries  be- 
fore the  fact  are  those  who,  being  absent  at  the  time  the  crime  is 
committed,  yet  procure,  counsel,  or  command  another  to  commit 
it.  1  Hale  P.  C.  615.  The  absence  of  the  party  also  is  neces* 
sarily  implied  in  the  definition  of  an  accessary  after  the  fact,  who 
is  defined  to  be  one  who,  knowing  a  felony  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, receives,  relieves,  comforts,  or  assists  the  felon.  4  Bl. 
Com.  87 ;  1  Hale  P.  C.  618.  Persons  participating  in  the  com- 
mission of  a  crime  are  as  much  principals  if  they  are  present, 
aiding  and  abetting  it,  as  those  who  are  the  immediate  perpetra- 
tors of  the  act,  differing  only  in  degree.  Nor  is  actual  presence 
necessary  if  it  appears  that  all  were  engaged  in  the  common  de- 
sign, as  when  one  commits  the  offence  and  another  keeps  watch 
to  prevent  surprise  or  to  give  warning  or  to  afford  relief.  Misde- 
meanors do  not  admit  of  accessaries  either  before  or  after  the 
fact,  but  the  general  rule  is  that  whatsoever  will  make  a  party  an 
accessary  before  fact  in  felony  will  make  him  a  principal  in  mis- 
demeanor if  he  is  properly  charged  as  such  in  the  indictment. 
State  V.  Lynbum^  2  Brev.  897. 

The  better  opinion  is  that  the  offence  charged  against  the  de- 
fendants before  the  court  is  a  misdemeanor,  but  it  would  make 
no  difference  if  it  were  held  to  be  a  felony,  as  the  charge  laid  in 
the  indictment  implies  and  the  evidence  introduced  at  the  trial 
shows,  that  they  were  confederates  of  the  principal,  defendant  in 
the  conmiission  of  the  offence  with  which  he  was  charged.  He 
loaned  the  public  moneys  to  them,  or  to  their  firm,  and  they  bor- 
rowed or  received  the  same  from  him,  knowing  that  he  was  an 
officer  of  the  United  States,  intrusted  with  the  safe-keeping, 
transfer,  and  disbursement  of  such  public  moneys. 
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Co-operation  between  the  principal  and  the  other  defendants 
is  necessarily  implied  in  the  charge  as  laid  in  the  indictment, 
and  all  the  testimony  introduced  to  proTC  that  the  firm  of  Mel* 
len,  Ward,  &  Co.  received  the  moneys  loaned  by  the  princi^ 
pal,  tended  to  show  that  the  relation  which  they  sustained  to 
him  was  that  of  confederates  in  that  unlawful  and  felonious  act, 
and  it  is  no  answer  to  this  view  of  the  case  to  say  that  the  con- 
fessions were  admitted  in  evidence  before  that  testimony  was 
introduced,  as  that  merely  presents  a  question  as  to  the  order  of 
proof  which  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  proper  foundation  for  a 
new  trial.  Acts,  conduct,  and  declarations  of  each  confederate 
made  and  done  during  the  pendency  of  such  a  criminal  enter- 
prise are  competent  evidence  against  all  engaged  in  it,  as  each  is 
supposed  to  approve  and  sanction  all  that  was  done  or  said  in  fur- 
therance of  the  common  object.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  111  and  233. 
U.  S.  V.  Gooding,  12  Wheat.  469.    Fur  Co.  v.  U.  S.,  2  Pet.  865. 

Such  acts,  conduct,  and  declarations  are  held  to  be  admissi- 
ble as  part  of  the  res  gestce,  but  subsequent  narrations,  confes- 
sions, or  admissions  stand  upon  a  different  principle,  as  the 
presumption  is  that  they  were  not  made  in  pursuance  of  a 
common  design,  and  consequently  they  cannot  be  admitted  as 
evidence  to  affect  any  one  except  the  party  by  whom  they  were 
made.  Viewed  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  rulings  of  the  court  were  as  favorable  to  the  defendants 
as  they  had  any  right  to  expect,  as  the  confessions  of  the  prin- 
cipal defendant  were  admitted  for  no  other  purpose  than  as 
evidence  to  prove  that  he  loaned  the  public  moneys  as  allied  in 
the  indictment.  But  the  defendants  before  the  court  insist  that 
they  were  not  indicted  as  principals  but  as  accessaries  to  the 
unlawful  and  felonious  acts  committed  by  the  principal  defend- 
ant, and  that,  inasmuch  as  he  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  was 
allowed  to  retire  from  the  bar,  his  confessions  that  he  had 
loaned  the  public  moneys  as  alleged  in  the  indictment  were  not 
admissible  in  evidence  even  to  prove  his  own  guilt  in  the  issue 
between  them  and  the  United  States.  Although  we  are  not 
able  to  concur  in  that  construction  of  the  indictment,  still  we  are 
quite  willing  to  examine  the  exceptions  and  test  the  accuracy  of 
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the  inlings  as  applied  to  the  case  in  that  point  of  view,  as  it  is 
the  one  which  was  taken  of  it  by  both  parties  at  the  trial.    Sup- 
pose it  to  be  true,  as  contended  by  the  present  defendants,  that 
they  are  charged  in  the  indictment  as  accessaries  to  the  offence 
alleged  against  the  principal  defendant,  the  question  then  is. 
Were  the  confessions  in  question  properly  admitted  in  evidence  to 
prove  that  he  committed  that  offence  ?    Argument  for  the  de- 
fendants is,  that  those  confessions  were  mere  hearsay  in  the 
issue  between  them  and  the  United  States,  but  the  district  attor- 
ney contends  that  the  rules  of  law  required  that  the  trial  should 
be  conducted  after  the  principal  defendant  retired  from  the  bar, 
jost  as  it  would  have  been  if  he  had  not  retracted  his  plea  of  not 
guilty,  and  the  three  defendants  then  before  the  court  had  been 
tried  together.    Had  the  principal  and  the  two  accessaries  then 
before  the  court  been  tried  together,  no  doubt  is  entertained  by 
the  court  that  the  confessions  of  the  principal  defendant  would 
have  been  admissible  to  prove  the  charge  against  him  as  laid  in 
the  indictment. 

Where  the  indictment  includes  the  principal  and  the  accessary, 
and  they  are  tried  together,  the  regular  course  for  the  prosecuting 
officer  is  to  introduce  all  his  substantive  testimony  against  all  the 
several  parties  on  trial  before  they  are  required  to  state  their  de- 
fence, as  in  other  cases  where  more  than  one  defendant  is  on  trial 
at  the  same  time.  Perfect  protection  is  afforded  to  all  concerned, 
in  that  state  of  the  case,  as  well  to  the  principal  and  accessary  as 
to  the  government  by  the  instructions  of  the  court  to  the  jury. 
They  are  instructed  to  consider  the  case  of  the  principal  defend- 
ant in  the  first  place,  and  if  they  find  him  not  guilty,  that  it  is  their 
duty  also  to  acquit  the  accessary,  but  that  if  they  find  the  princi- 
pal defendant  guilty,  they  must  then  proceed  to  examine  the  charge 
against  the  accessary,  and  determine  from  the  evidence  whether 
the  charge  against  him  is  also  sustained.  2  Halo,  P.  C.  222.  The 
theory  of  the  defendants  is,  that  the  question  as  to  the  guilt  of  the 
principal  in  the  case  supposed  is  presented  in  two  separate  issues ; 
that  the  first  issue  is  between  the  principal  and  the  United  States, 
nd  that  the  second  is  between  the  United  States  and  the  acces- 
sary;  and  the  argument  is,  that  the  jury  in  the  latter  issue  cannot 
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weigh  the  confessions  of  the  principal  defendant  even  as  to  bis 
own  guilt.  Obvious  error  lies  at  the  foundation  of  that  tbeorj, 
as  it  overlooks  the  fact  that  the  charge  against  the  accessary  is 
in  a  certain  sense  ancillary  to  the  offence  committed  by  the  prin- 
cipal. Take  a  case,  for  example,  where  it  appears  that  the  felonj 
charged  had  never  been  committed ;  it  could  not  be  said  within 
the  meaning  of  the  criminal  law  that  one  charged  as  an  accessary 
before  the  fact  procured,  counselled,  or  commanded  another  to 
commit  that  felony,  nor  could  it  correctly  be  said  that  a  person 
knew  that  a  felony  had  been  committed  by  another  when  noth- 
ing of  the  kind  had  occurred,  nor  that  such  person  had  received, 
relieved,  comforted,  or  assisted  the  felon,  as  the  charge  is  in  the 
indictment  against  an  accessary  after  the  fact.  Unaffected  by 
statutory  regulations,  the  offence  of  the  accessary  is  not,  as  con- 
tended by  the  defendants,  altogether  distinct  from  that  of  the 
principal.  Accessaries  before  the  statute  1  Ann,  chap.  9,  sec.  2, 
could  never  be  tried  without  their  own  consent  before  the  con- 
viction or  outlawry  of  the  principal,  unless  they  were  tried  to- 
gether. 1  Chitt.  Cr.  L.  266.  By  that  statute,  however,  it  was 
enacted  that  whoever  shall  buy  or  receive  stolen  goods  may  be 
prosecuted  for  a  misdemeanor,  and  punished  by  fine  and  impris- 
onment, though  the  principal  felon  be  not  convicted.  Unaided 
by  statute  they  may  be  indicted  separately,  but  the  accessary  as 
a  general  rule  cannot  be  tried  until  the  principal  has  been  con- 
victed, or  they  may  be  jointly  indicted,  in  which  case  they  may 
be  tried  separately  or  at  the  same  time,  but  if  tried  separately 
the  trial  of  the  principal  is  required  to  precede  that  of  the  acces- 
sary, as  the  latter  cannot  be  tried  until  the  principal  has  been 
convicted. 

These  remarks  are  sufficient  to  show  that  the  offence  of  the 
accessary,  as  underatood  at  common  law,  is  not  distinct  from 
that  of  the  principal,  although  the  offence  of  the  latter  and  every 
element  of  which  it  is  composed  are  res  inter  alios  acta,  as  applied 
to  the  accessary.  Whenever  the  accessary  is  indicted  before  the 
principal  has  been  convicted,  it  is  necessary  that  the  indictment 
against  him,  whether  they  are  indicted  separately  or  jointly, 
should  allege  the  guilt  of  the  principal,  as  the  offence  of  the 
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accessary,  even  when  charged  as  such  before  the  fact,  depends 
upon  the  principal's  guilt,  and  is  never  to  be  regarded  as  com- 
plete unless  the  principal  offence  was  actually  committed. 
After  the  conviction  of  the  principal  it  is  not  necessary  in  an 
indictment  against  the  accessary  to  aver  that  the  principal  com- 
mitted the  felony,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  recite  with  certainty  the 
record  of  the  conviction,  because  the  court  will  presume  that 
everything  in  the  former  trial  was  rightly  and  properly  trans- 
acted. 1  Chitt.  Cr.  L.  272,  278  ;  Poster,  Cr.  L.  866 ;  Holmes  v. 
Walsh^  7  Term,  566.  » 

The  settled  rule  at  common  law  was  that  the  accessary  could 
not  be  convicted  until  the  guilt  of  the  principal  offender  was  estab* 
lished  so  that  the  principal  must  be  first  convicted  or  they  must 
be  indicted  and  tried  together,  and  it  is  beyond  all  reasonable 
controversy  that  when  they  were  tried  together  under  the  same 
indictment  the  voluntary  confessions  of  the  principal  were  com- 
petent  evidence  to  prove  his  guilt.  Deliberate  confessions  of 
guilt  are  among  the  most  effectual  proofs  in  the  law,  and  that 
rule  is  as  applicable  to  the  party  who  made  the  confession  when 
he  is  tried  with  others  as  when  he  is  tried  alone.  1  Oreenl. 
Ev.  §§  216,  283 ;  Ros.  Cr.  Ev.  37,  52.  Evidence  of  that  kind 
being  legally  admissible  in  the  case,  it  is  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  and  their  finding  under  the  charge  against  the  prin- 
cipal is  at  least  equivalent  to  the  record  of  his  prior  conviction, 
and  is  in  fact  conclusive  unless  the  verdict  is  set  aside  on  a 
motion  for  new  trial.  When  the  principal  and  accessary  are 
tried  together,  the  court  will  instruct  the  jury  to  consider  the 
case  of  the  principal  first,  but  the  jury  cannot  find  him  guilty 
and  not  guilty  in  the  same  trial,  as  they  might  do  if  the  theory 
of  the  defendants  is  correct.  Contradictory  findings  of  that  char- 
acter would  be  absurd,  and  the  fact  that  they  might  occur  under 
the  theory  suggested  affords  strong  ground  to  conclude  that  the 
theory  itself  is  erroneous.  Apply  that  rule,  and  cases  might 
often  arise  where  the  jury  would  be  constrained  to  find  the  prin- 
cipal defendant  guilty  as  against  himself,  because  he  was  proved 
to  be  guilty  by  competent  testimony,  and  yet  they  would  be 
obliged  to  &ad  at  the  same  time  that  the  accessary  was  not  guilty 
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because  the  evidence  in  the  case  did  not  warrant  them  in  find- 
ing as  against  the  accessary  that  the  principal  ofifonce  had  been 
committed.  Such  an  absurdity  cannot  be  sancticmed,  and  conse- 
queutly  the  theory  of  the  defendants  must  be  rejected. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  any  different  rule  prevails  in  a  case 
where  the  principal  and  accessary  are  joined  in  the  same  indict- 
ment, but  the  principal  pleads  guilty  and  is  allowed  to  retire 
from  the  bar  before  sentence  is  passed.  Conviction  may  aceme 
in  two  ways,  either  by  the  party  confessing  his  ofifonce  and  pleadr 
ing  guilty,  or  by  his  being  found  guilty  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 
4  Bl.  Com.  862.  Omission  to  sentence  the  principal  defendant 
cannot  make  any  difference  as  to  the  effect  of  the  plea,  as  it  is 
well  settled  that  the  conviction  of  the  principal  is  sufficient  with- 
out any  judgment  to  constitute  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  guilt 
in  the  trial  of  the  accessary.  8  Greenl.  Ev.  §  46.  Cam.  v.  Wil- 
liamsony  2  Yir.  Cas.  211 ;  Home  Tooke's  case,  25  St.  Tri.  449. 
Attempt  was  made  at  the  argument  to  set  up  a  distinction  between 
the  plea  of  nolo  contendere  and  the  plea  of  guilty,  but  the  suggestion 
is  entitled  to  no  weight,  as  it  is  well  settled  that  the  legal  effect  of 
the  former  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  latter,  so  far  as  regards  all 
the  proceedings  on  the  indictment.  Com.  v.  Hortonj  9  Pick.  206. 
1  Am.  Cr.  L.  (4th  ed.),  §  533.  No  objection  was  made  to  the 
introduction  of  the  minutes  of  the  clerk,  but  as  they  were  read 
subsequently  to  the  objection  made  to  the  introduction  of  the 
testimony  proving  the  confessions  of  the  principal,  it  may  be  that 
the  defendants  regarded  the  testimony  of  the  clerk  as  falling 
within  the  same  objections.  Conceding  that  to  be  so,  then  the 
exception  before  the  court  must  be  examined  in  two  aspects. 
First,  was  the  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  principal  defendant 
admissible  to  prove  that  he  had  been  convicted  of  the  offence 
charged  against  him  in  the  indictment ;  and  secondly,  were  his 
confessions  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  that  he  was  rightfully 
convicted  ?  Where  the  principal  is  convicted  prior  to  the  finding 
of  the  indictment  against  the  accessary  the  record  of  his  conviction 
is  admissible  by  all  the  authorities  to  prove  that  fact,  and  to  that 
extent  it  is  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  contradicted.  Authorities 
to  support  that  proposition  are  unnecessary,  but  it  is  not  conclo- 


HAY  TERM,  1869.  233 

United  States  v.  HartwcU  et  aU. 

dve  as  against  an  accessary  on  trial  that  the  principal  defendant 
IFas  guilty.  The  conviction  appears  to  be  evidence,  says  Mr. 
Boscoe,  not  only  of  the  fact  of  the  principal  having  been  con- 
Tided,  but  also  to  h^  prima  facie  evidence  that  he  was  guilty  of 
the  offence  of  which  he  was  so  convicted,  and  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Massachusetts  decided  that  where  the  principal  and  accessary 
are  joined  in  one  indictment  but  are  tried  separately,  the  record 
of  the  conviction  of  the  principal  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  his 
guilt,  and  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests  on  the  accessary  to  prove 
clearly  that  he  ought  not  to  have  been  convicted.  Bos.  Cr.  Ev. 
222.     Com.  T.  Knapp,  10  Pick.  477. 

The  record  of  the  conviction,  says  Foster,  is  evidence  against 
the  accessary  sufficient  to  put  him  upon  his  defence,  for  it  is 
{bonded  on  a  legal  presumption  that  everything  in  the  former 
proceeding  was  rightly  and  properly  transacted,  but  such  «a  pre- 
mmption  must  give  way  to  facts  manifestly  and  clearly  proved. 
Foster,  Cr.  L.  865.  Prior  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
2Wii6r,  1  Moo.  Cr.  Cas.  847,  the  rule  as  stated  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  this  State  was  universally  regarded  as  correct.  1  Whar- 
ton, Am.  Cr.  L.  §  149 ;  1  Stark.  Ev.  726 ;  1  Russ  on  Cr.  (7th 
Am.  ed.)  42 ;  1  Chitt.  Cr.  L.  278 ;  State  v.  Richer,  29  Me.  87 ; 
Smmm9  v.  The  State,  4  Geo.  B.  472 ;  Studstill  v.  The  State, 
1  Geo.  R.  11 ;  State  v.  Sims,  2  Bailey  (S.  C),  84 ;  State  v. 
Orank,  2  Bailey  (S.  C),  74 ;  Ulmer  v.  TTie  State,  14  Ind.  62 ; 
Rex  V.  Blick,  4  C.  <t  P.  428  ;  State  v.  Ra7id,  88  N.  H.  216 ; 
People  V.  Buckland,  18  Wend.  692  ;  2  Phil,  on  Ev.  (ed.  1859), 
P-  49,  note  278.  Special  reference  is  made  to  that  note  in 
the  fourth  American  edition  of  Phillips's  Evidence  as  the  most 
^fietctory  explanation  of  the  discordant  decisions  to  be  found 
^  any  treatise  upon  the  subject. 

Several  commentators,  it  must  be  admitted,  have  adopted  the 
nile  actually  laid  down  in  Turner's  case  without  any  qualifica- 
tion, and  some  have  oven  given  their  sanction  to  what  some  of 
*^the  judges  present  at  the  time  appeared  to  think"  as  repre- 
sented by  the  reporter,  upon  a  point  not  involved  in  the  case 
^bmitted  to  their  decision.  The  charge  against  the  prisoner  in 
tbat  case  was  that  he  had  received  sixty  sovereigns  stolen  by 
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another,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  stolen,  and  the  proseca- 
tor,  in  order  to  sustain  that  substantive  charge,  offered  to  prov^ 
that  the  person  alleged  to  have  stolen  the  money  had  confessed 
her  guilt  before  a  magistrate.  She  had  never  been  convicted  and 
was  not  included  in  the  indictment  against  the  prisoner,  and  the 
revisory  court  held  that  the  evidence  of  the  confession  under  those 
circumstances  was  not  admissible  in  evidence,  which  is  all  that 
was  involved  or  decided  in  that  case.  Whether  the  decision  was 
right  or  wrong,  it  is  quite  clear  that  it  does  not  touch  the  question 
presented  in  the  case  before  the  court  for  several  good  and  sufB- 
cient  reasons :  1.  The  indictment  was  against  the  receiver  of 
stolen  goods  for  the  substantive  offence  as  authorized  by  statute ; 
2.  The  principal  had  never  been  convicted,  and  was  not  joined  in 
the  indictment ;  8.  Neither  the  conviction  of  the  principal  nor 
her  guilt  being  formally  set  forth  in  the  indictment,  it  might 
well  have  been  held  that  there  was  no  proper  foundation  laid  to 
admit  such  proof.  Unless  the  decision  can  be  viewed  in  that 
light,  the  proper  answer  to  be  made  to  it  is  that  it  is  not  good 
law  as  understood  in  the  Federal  courts.  If  viewed  as  deciding 
that  the  confessions  of  the  principal  in  a  case  where  the  principal 
and  accessary  are  indicted  and  tried  together  are  not  admissible 
to  prove  the  guilt  of  the  principal,  it  is  clearly  opposed  to  the 
general  course  of  decisions  in  criminal  cases  for  centuries,  and 
it  is  difficult  to  see  why  any  different  rule  should  prevail  where 
the  principal  is  first  convicted,  provided  they  are  both  joined  in 
the  same  indictment. 

Many  cases  arise  where  criminal  justice  cannot  be  adminis- 
tered if  the  rule  is  as  is  supposed  by  the  defendants.  Take, 
for  example,  the  case  of  an  accessary  in  murder  where  the  prin- 
cipal is  not  upon  trial  because  he  pleaded  guilty  in  the  presence 
of  the  court  and  jury.  Conviction  of  the  accessary  cannot 
take  place  without  first  proving  the  guilt  of  the  principal,  and 
his  guilt  cannot  be  shown  without  proving  that  he  committed 
the  homicide  with  malice  aforethought.  Previous  throats  are 
the  more  usual  evidence  of  malice  in  trials  for  murder,  but  if 
those  are  inadmissible,  then,  the  accessary  must  be  acquitted, 
however  flagrant  his  guilt.    'Precisely  such  a  case  occurred 


MAT  TERM,  1869.  285 

United  States  v,  Hartweil  et  alt, 

before  Mrl  Justice  Erie,  sitting  at  Lent  assizes,  in  the  western 
circuit  in  1846,  and  he  held  that  the  statements  of  the  principal 
tending  to  show  that  he  injQiicted  the  mortal  wound  with  malice 
aforethought  wefb  admissible,  although  the  principal  was  not  on 
trial.  Objection  was  made  by  the  defendant,  but  the  court  ruled 
tiiat  the  evidence  was  admissible.  Begma  v.  Pym^  1  Cox,  Cr. 
Cas.  840. 

Malice  aforethought  is  the  characteristic  criterion  by  which 
murder  is  distinguished  from  manslaughter,  and  many  cases  of 
secret  homicide  arise  where  there  is  no  proof  of  antecedent 
threats  or  of  lying  in  wait,  and  in  such  cases  resort  is  neces- 
sarily had  to  circumstances,  and  frequently  to  the  subsequent 
conduct  and  declarations  of  the  prisoner,  to  prove  that  material 
and  characteristic  allegation  of  the  indictment.  Such  evidence  is 
clearly  admissible  against  the  principal  when  he  is  on  trial,  and 
if  it  is  not  admissible  in  the  trial  of  the  accessary  to  confirm  the 
jrima  facie  presumption  resulting  from  the  record  of  the  princi- 
pal's conviction  in  a  case  like  the  present,  then  there  can  be  no 
such  confirmation,  which  cannot  be  admitted. 

Becent  acts  of  Parliament  provide  to  the  efiect  that  an  acces- 
sary after  the  fact,  indicted  in  the  ordinary  way  with  the  prin- 
cipal felon,  may  be  tried  before  the  principal ;  and  the  same 
learned  judge  in  the  case  of  Eegina  v.  Hansell^  8  Cox,  Cr.  Cas. 
598,  also  held,  where  an  accessary  after  the  fact  to  a  charge  of 
sending  threatening  letters  was  tried  in  the  absence  of  the  prin- 
cipal, that  the  letters  so  written  and  sent  by  the  principal  were 
admissible  to  prove  the  guilt  of  the  principal.  Suggestion  may 
be  made  that  the  judge  in  both  of  those  cases,  when  referred  to 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Turnery  admitted  that  the  confessions  of  the 
principal  would  not  be  admissible,  and  the  defendants  are 
certainly  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  concession.  But  we 
cannot  concur  in  it,  and  are  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  it 
was  only  made  in  deference  to  a  decision  which  it  was  not  com- 
petent for  a  judge  sitting  at  nisi  prius  to  overrule.  Confessions 
of  the  principal  are  certainly  admissible  to  prove  his  own  guilt 
when  the  accessary  is  tried  with  him,  and,  if  so,  it  cannot  be 
admitted  that  the  principal  can  acquit  the  accessary  in  cases 
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where  there  is  no  other  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  his  own  guilt 
than  his  confessions  by  pleading  guiltj  and  retiring  from  tlie  bar 
under  his  recognizance.  Such  a  rule  seems  to  be  absurd,  as  it 
would  necessarily  lead  to  absurd  results.  Statements  of  the 
principal  in  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Pym  were  admitted  to  prove 
that  he  acted  from  malice,  because  the  allegation  of  malice  was 
not  an  element  in  the  offence  charged  against  the  accessary,  and 
because  it  was  allowable  to  prove  the  guilt  of  the  principal  by 
any  testimony  which  would  be  admissible  if  both  were  on  trial 
together.  BatcliffVs  casCy  1  Lewin,  Cr.  Cas.  121.  Malice,  it  is 
said,  in  such  a  case  is  only  a  preliminary  fact  to  be  proved  as 
the  foundation  to  let  in  the  evidence  to  prove  the  guilt  of  the 
accessary.  We  agree  to  that  proposition,  and  hold  that  all  the 
allegations  in  the  indictment  setting  forth  the  guilt  of  the  prin- 
cipal  or  his  conviction,  as  the  case  may  be,  are  to  be  viewed  in 
the  same  light.  When  the  principal  and  accessary  are  joined 
in  the  same  indictment,  it  is  always  necessary  to  allege  the  guilt 
of  the  principal,  as  the  joinder  of  the  principal  presupposes  that 
he  has  not  been  previously  convicted ;  but  the  regular  mode  of 
indicting  tlie  accessary,  if  the  principal  has  been  separately  in- 
dicted and  convicted,  is  to  set  out  the  record  of  the  principal's 
conviction,  unless  the  accessary  is  indicted  for  a  substantive 
offence  in  pursuance  of  some  statutory  regulation.  Where  the 
principal  felon  has  been  convicted,  it  is  sufficient  in  the  indict- 
ment to  state  the  conviction  without  stating  the  sentence,  and  it 
is  never  necessary  to  enter  into  the  details  of  the  evidence  to 
prove  the  guilt  of  the  principal,  as  the  record  of  the  conviction 
proves  itself  and  affords  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the 
principal  felon.  Ros.  Cr.  Ev.  870;  Ifyman^B  ease,  2  Leach| 
C.  C.  925 ;  2  East,  P.  C.  782 ;  BaldwirCa  case,  8  Camp.  265 ; 
Foster,  Cr.  L.  365 ;  1  Chitt.  Cr.  L.  273. 

Perfect  security  will  be  afforded  to  the  innocent  if  these  rules 
are  properly  applied,  as  the  presumption  as  to  the  guilt  of  the 
principal  is  not  a  conclusive  one,  but  it  is  always  competent  for 
the  accessary  to  show  that  the  principal  was  improperly  con- 
victed. 1  Arch.  Cr.  P.  <t  P.  (ed.  1860)  83;  Rex  v.  McDanid 
et  ai,j  19  St.  Tri.  806 ;  1  Gabbet,  C.  L.  36 ;  4  Bl.  Com.  324. 
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Special  attention  is  called  bj  the  defendants  tq  several  decis- 
ions of  the  State  Courts  supposed  to  affirm  the  rule  for  which 
they  contend ;  but  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  examine  any  one 
of  them,  except  the  case  of  Com.  y,  Elisha^  3  Oray,  460,  as  the 
others  are  founded  upon  the  case  of  Rez  v.  Turner ^  which  has 
already  been  examined.    Concisely  stated,  that  case  shows  that 
the  defendant  was  indicted  as  the  receiver  of  stolen  goods,  but 
that  it  was  not  alleged  in  the  indictment  that  the  principals  had 
been  convicted.    Indicted  in  that  form  the  defendant  pleaded 
not  guilty,  and  the  prosecutor  offered  in  evidence  the  record  of 
the  prior  conviction  of  the  principals  on  an  indictment  against 
them  in  which  the  defendant  on  trial  was  not  joined,  and  the 
Supreme  Court  of  this  State  held  that  the  record  was  not  admls- 
Bible,  because  the  conviction  was  re9  inter  alios  acta^  and  this 
court  entertains  no  doubt  that  the  decision  was  correct,  because 
the  indictment  against  the  receiver  was  for  the  substantive 
offence  under  the  statute  of  the  State,  and  did  not  formally 
allege  either  the  guilt  of  the  principals  or  that  they  had  been 
previously  convicted.    Evidence  of  the  confessions  of  the  prin- 
dpal  cannot  be  admitted  to  prove  his  guilt  in  an  indictment 
against  an  accessary,  except  when  the  guilt  of  the  principal  or 
his  antecedent  conviction  is  alleged  in  the  indictment.    Doubts 
bare  been  expressed  whether  the  evidence  is  admissible  except 
when  the  guilt  of  the  principal  is  alleged,  but  there  is  no  founda- 
tion for  the  doubt,  as  the  record  of  the  conviction  is  only  prima 
/oo^  evidence  for  the  government  and  is  always  open  to  opposing 
evidence,  to  be  offered  by  the  accessary.    Tested  by  these  prin- 
ciples, it  is  clear  that  the  decision  was  correct,  and  that  it  is  per- 
iectly  consistent  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  Com.  v.  Knappy  10 
Pick.  484,  that  the  verdict  against  the  principal  in  the  trial  of 
the  accessary  is  to  be  taken  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  prin- 
cipal's guilt 

Suppose,  however,  that  the  confessions  of  the  principal  were 
improperly  admitted,  still  the  motion  for  new  trial  ought  not  to 
be  granted  for  the  cause  under  consideration,  because  the  record 
of  the  conviction  of  the  principal  was  properly  introduced  and 
was  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  guilt  in  the  trial  of  the  other 
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defendants,  and,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  opposing  testimony 
on  that  point  offered  by  the  present  defendants,  it  was  sufficient 
evidence  to  warrant  the  finding  of  the  jury.  No  opposing  testi- 
mony on  that  point  was  offered  during  the  trial.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  guilt  of  the  principal  was  admitted  in  the  opening  of 
the. defence  and  throughout  the  trial,  and  the  defence  proceeded 
from  the  opening  to  the  close  upon  the  ground  that  the  crime 
was  committed  by  the  principal  and  the  other  member  of  the 
firm  named  in  the  indictment,  and  that  the  transactions  were 
kept  secret  from  the  two  defendants  before  the  court.  Objection 
may  be  made  by  the  defendants  that  the  court  did  not  so  instruct 
the  jury,  but  that  is  no  answer  to  the  proposition,  as  the  motion 
for  new  trial  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  will 
never  be  granted  when  the  court  sees  that  the  verdict  is  clearly 
and  unmistakably  right 

Injustice,  it  is  suggested,  may  be  done  to  the  accessary  by 
admitting  the  confessions  of  the  principal,  as  the  confessions 
may  have  been  improperly  obtained ;  but  the  answer  to  that  sug- 
gestion is,  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  pleaded  by  the  accessary, 
always  puts  in  issue  the  charge  against  the  principal  as  well  as 
that  against  himself,  and,  whether  tried  at  the  same  time  with 
the  principal  or  subsequently,  he  may  controvert  the  guilt  of  the 
principal  as  fully  as  the  principal  himself  may  do,  even  when  the 
latter  is  separately  indicted  and  tried  by  a  separate  jury.  Where 
the  principal  has  been  convicted  before  the  accessary  is  indicted, 
the  indictment  against  the  accessary  alleges  not  the  guUt  but  the 
antecedent  conviction  of  the  principal,  so  that  it  is  quite  clear 
that,  if  the  record  of  the  conviction  is  not  admissible  to  prove 
that  allegation,  the  accessary  in  all  such  cases  must  be  acquitted. 
Such  a  rule  cannot  be  admitted,  and  must  be  classed  with  the 
one  before  considered,  which  would  allow  the  principal  to  be 
found  guilty  as  against  himself  and  not  guilty  as  against  the 
accessary  when  both  are  tried  at  the  same  time. 

Certain  other  objections  were  taken  to  the  rulings  of  the  court 
in  admitting  testimony,  chiefly  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
admitted  was  irrelevant  and  immaterial,  but  the  exceptions  are 
not  of  character  to  require  any  extended  examination.     Much  of 
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the  testimony  in  the  case  was  of  a  circumstantial  cl^aracter,  and 
the  rule  is,  that,  whenever  the  necessity  arises  for  a  resort  to  such 
eridence,  objections  to  testimony  on  the  ground  of  irrelevancy 
are  not  favored,  for  the  reason  that  the  force  and  effect  of  cir- 
cumstantial fact«  usually  and  almost  necessarily  depend  upon 
their  connection  with  each  other*  Castle  et  al,  v.  Btdlardy  23 
How.  187.  Aided  by  the  arguments  at  the  bar,  we  have  re- 
examined the  several  rulings,  and  are  satisfied  that  they  were 
correct.  Convinced  that  the  verdict  was  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence, we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  enter  into  any  argument 
to  justify  our  conclusion,  as  we  are  not  able  to  see  any  substantial 
ground  for  a  different  opinion. 
Motion  for  new  trial  overruled. 

Judge  LfOWELXi  fully  concurs  in  the  order  overruling  the  motion 
for  new  trial,  but,  in  respect  to  the  first  cause  assigned  in  the 
motion,  he  rests  his  decision  upon  the  ground  that  the  record  of 
the  conviction  of  the  principal,  as  exhibited  in  the  minutes  of  the 
derk,  was  admissible,  and  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  guilt 
of  the  principal,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  opposing  testimony, 
warranted  the  finding  of  the  jury. 


Eben  D.  Jordan,  in  Equity,  v.  The  Agawam  Woollen  Company. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  LOWELL,  JJ. 

Tlw  expenne  of  printing  the  record  nnd  evidence  in  an  equity  suit  is,  under  tlio  second 
additional  rule  of  May  25, 1842,  part  of  the  costs,  and  properly  taxable  as  such. 

John  D.  Bellj  for  complainant. 

J.  B.  Rolby  for  respondents. 

Clifford,  J.  Appeal  to  the  court  by  the  respondents  from 
the  taxation  of  costs  in  this  case  as  made  by  the  clerk.  When 
made  the  appeal  embraced  two  charges  in  the  taxation,  but,  the 
objection  to  one  of  the  charges  being  withdrawn,  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  inquire  and  determine  whether  the  charge  of  three  thou- 
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sand  one  hundred  and  thirtj-four  dollars  and  fifty-one  cents  for 
printing  the  record  preparatory  to  the  final  hearing  is  a  proper 
charge  in  the  taxation  of  costs  in  this  suit  against  the  respon- 
dents as  the  losing  party.  No  objection  is  made  to  the  amount 
if  the  complainant,  as  the  prevailing  party  in  an  equity  suit,  is 
entitled  by  law  to  tax  such  expenses  as  costs  in  the  suit,  but 
the  respondents  contend  that  no  part  of  the  charge  is  warranted 
by  law.  Objection  could  not  well  be  made  to  the  amount,  as  it 
is  conceded  that  it  is  no  more  than  a  fair  remuneration  for  the 
printing  of  such  matter,  and  the  proof  is  that  it  does  not  much 
exceed  what  it  would  have  cost  to  haye  procured  the  necessary 
number  of  written  copies  for  the  hearing,  as  appears  by  the 
report  of  the  clerk.  Respondents'  objections  are  to  the  entire 
charge,  and  they  frankly  avow  that  they  have  taken  the  appeal 
in  order  to  have  the  question  settled  by  the  court,  whether  any- 
thing can  be  taxed  as  costs  in  an  equity  suit,  except  what  is 
specified  in  the  fee  bill  prescribed  in  the  act  of  Congress  upon 
that  subject.  10  Stat,  at  Large,  161.  They  maintain  that  notb* 
ing  can  be  taxed  as  costs,  either  in  a  suit  at  law  or  equity,  ex* 
cept  what  is  specifically  authorized  in  that  act ;  but  the  court  is 
of  a  different  opinion  for  several  reasons. 

Costs  are  recognized  as  taxable  in  favor  of  the  prevailing  p^y, 
in  several  sections  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  but  that  act  contains  no 
fee  bill,  and  affords  no  means  of  ascertaining  or  determining  what 
may  properly  be  included  in  this  taxation.  Writs  and  other  pro- 
cesses are  also  recognized  therein  as  essential  in  judicial  proceed- 
ings, but  the  act  does  not  prescribe  forms  for  any  such  purposes, 
or  refer  to  any  source  from  which  they  may  be  derived.  1  Stat, 
at  Large,  84, 87.  Left  without  other  provision  than  that  provided 
in  the  Judiciary  Act,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  judicial  system  as 
organized  by  that  act  could  not  have  been  administered  unless  the 
courts  had  assumed  the  responsibility  of  supplying  the  deficien- 
cies under  the  authority  conferred  by  the  seventieth  section  of 
the  act,  to  make  and  establish  all  necessary  rules  for  the  orderly 
conducting  of  business  in  the  said  courts.  Ibid.  83.  Such  a  resort 
did  not  to  any  considerable  extent  become  necessary,  as  Con- 
gress five  days  later  passed  the  act  entitled  ^^  An  Act  to  regulate 


MAT  TERM,  1869.  241 

Jotdaa  V.  The  Agawam  Woollen  Compan j. 


Processes  in  the  Courts  of  the  United  States."  Ibid.  93.  Rates  of 
fees,  as  well  as  the  forms  of  writs  and  executions,  and  the  modes 
of  process  in  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts,  were  prescribed  by 
the  second  section  of  that  act,  and  the  provision  was  that  they 
ihould  ^^  be  the  same  in  each  State  respectively  as  are  now  used 
or  allowed  in  the  Supreme  Courts  of  the  same."  Fees  for  the 
travel  and  attendance  of  the  prevailing  party  have  always  been 
taxed  in  the  Federal  courts  for  the  district  under  that  provision, 
because  such  fees  were  the  proper  subject  of  taxation  at  the  date 
of  the  passage  of  that  act  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State. 

Reasonable  compensation  also  has  been  constantly  allowed,  as 
occasion  required,  in  those  courts  for  the  services  of  auditors, 
leforees,  masters,  and  assessors,  upon  the  same  principle  and 
without  hesitation  or  objection.  Proper  allowance  was  also 
made  for  the  copies  of  records  and  other  necessary  documents, 
ind  for  the  abstracts  of  the  proofs  and  exhibits  in  equity  suits 
eTen  before  the  adoption  of  any  rule  in  that  behalf  by  the  Su 
preme  Court.  Jurisdiction  in  equity  in  the  State  courts  of  this 
district  was  much  less  comprehensive  at  that  date  than  under 
existing  laws,  but  it  is  believed  that  the  practice  as  here  de- 
Bcribed  was  well  known  and  understood  in  those  courts  as  au- 
thorizing a  reasonable  taxation  for  copies,  and  the  abstracts  of 
the  proofs  and  exhibits  of  the  record.  Written  copies  of  records 
&nd  abstracts  of  equity  cases  were  formerly  used  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  but  the  power  of  the  court  to  require  them  to  be  printed 
was  never  doubted  as  derived  under  the  seventeenth  section 
of  the  Judiciary  Act.  Circuit  Courts  possess  the  same  power, 
u  the  words  of  the  section  are,  ^^  that  all  the  said  courts  of 
the  United  States"  may  ^^make  and  establish  all  necessary 
niles  for  the  orderly  conducting  business  in  said  courts." 
Suggestion  may  be  made  that  the  Process  Act  referred  to  was 

• 

a  temporary  act,  but  it  was  continued  by  subsequent  acts,  and 

made  permanent  by  the  act  of  the  8th  of  May,  1792,  subject 

to  certain  important  alterations  in  respect  to  the  forms  and 

modes  of  proceeding  in  suits  in  equity,  and  in  those  of  admiralty 

and  maritime  jurisdiction.     1  Stat,  at  Large,  123.     Ibid.  191. 

Ibid.  276.   By  the  original  Process  Act  the  rates  of  fees  in  causes 

VOL.  in.  16 
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of  equity  and  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  were  pre- 
scribed to  be  ^^  the  same  as  are  or  were  last  allowed  in  the  States 
respectively  in  the  court  exercising  supreme  jurisdiction  in  such 
causes."  Ibid.  94.  No  change  was  made  in  respect  to  the  rates 
of  fees  taxable  between  party  and  party  in  such  causes  by  the 
subsequent  act,  whereby  the  original  Process  Act  was  made  per- 
manent. Express  provision  is  made,  in  the  third  section  of  the 
last-named  act,  for  the  fees  and  compensations  of  marshals, 
clerks,  jurors,  witnesses,  and  district  attorneys,  but  no  pro- 
vision whatever  is  made  regulating  the  fees  for  the  travel  and 
attendance  of  the  party,  for  the  services  of  an  auditor,  referee, 
master,  or  assessor,  or  for  any  taxation  for  copies  of  the  case  in  a 
writ  of  error,  appeal  in  equity  or  in  admiralty,  or  for  the  abstracts 
of  the  proofs  and  exhibits  in  a  final  hearing  in  equity.  Other 
statutory  regulations  upon  the  subject  of  fees  were  passed  by 
Congress  prior  to  the  act  of  the  26th  of  February,  1853,  but 
none  of  them  touch  the  matters  herein  enumerated  as  prescribed 
in  the  act  making  permanent  the  original  Process  Act.  1  Stat, 
at  Large,  624.  Nothing  of  the  kind  is  pretended  by  the  re- 
spondents, but  they  insist  that  every  charge  not  expressly  authof- 
ized  by  the  act  of  the  26th  of  February,*  1858,  must  be  regarded, 
as  unwarranted,  and  to  support  that  proposition  they  rely  upon 
the  language  of  the  first  section  of  the  act. 

Provision  is  there  made  to  the  effect  ^^  that  in  lieu  of  the  com-- 
pensation  now  allowed  by  law  "  to  attorneys,  solicitors,  proctors^ 
district-attorneys,  clerks,  marshals,  witnesses,  jurors,  commis- 
sioners, and  printers,  ^^  the  following  and  no  other  compensation 
shall  be  taxed  and  allowed."  Repeated  decisions  have  estab- 
lished the  rule  that  the  fees  and  compensations  enumerated  in 
the  act  are  exclusive  of  all  others,  and  that  none  other  as  re- 
spects the  officers  and  persons  therein  described  can  be  taxed 
and  allowed ;  but  it  is  clear  that  neither  the  provisions  in  the  act 
of  Congress  nor  the  decisions  of  the  courts  have  any  respect  to 
any  matters  not  enumerated  in  the  act.  They  do  not  touch  the 
question  whether  the  prevailing  party  is  entitled  to  costs  for  his. 
travel  and  attendance,  nor  whether  an  auditor,  referee,  master, 
or  assessor  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable  compensation  for  his  se^ 
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rices,  nor  whether  it  is  competent  for  the  conrt  by  rule  to  require 
that  the  record  in  a  writ  of  error  or  appeal  shall  be  printed 
before  trial,  or  to  require  that  the  record  or  an  abstract  of  the 
proofe  and  exhibits  in  an  equity  suit  shall  be  printed  before  the 
final  hearing.    Untouched  as  these  matters  are  in  the  subsequent 
legislation  of  Congress,  the  absence  of  any  rule  of  court  would  be 
still  regulated  by  the  provision  in  the  original  Process  Act,  that 
the  rates  of  fees  in  causes  of  equity  shall  be  the  same  as  are  and 
were  last  allowed  by  the  States  respectively  in  the  exercise  of  su- 
preme jurisdiction  in  such  causes.    Power  was  conferred  upon 
the  Supreme  Court  by  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  of  the  28d 
of  August,  1842,  "  to  regulate  the  whole  practice  of  the  "  Dis- 
trict and  Circuit  Courts,  and  by  the  seventh  section  of  the  same 
act  to  make  and  prescribe  regulations  to  the  said  courts  as 
to  the  taxation  and  payment  of  costs  on  all  suits  and  proceed- 
ings therein.    By  that  section  the  Supreme  Court  might  also 
^^make  and  prescribe  a  table  of  the  various  items  of  costs 
which  shall  be  taxable  and  allowed  in  all  suits  to  the  parties^ 
their  attorneys,  solicitors,  and  proctors,  to  the  clerks  of  the  court, 
to  the  marshal  of  the  district  and  his  deputies,  and  other  officers 
serving  process  to  witness,  and  to  all  other  persons  whose  services 
are  usually  taxable  in  bills  of  costs."     Stat,  at  Large,  578.    Doubt- 
less the  power  therein  conferred  so  far  as  respects  attorneys, 
solicitors,  proctors,  clerks,  and  marshals,  and  their  deputies, 
and  all  other  officers  and  persons  named  in  the  subsequent  fee- 
bill  act  is  repealed ;  but  it  is  a  great  mistake  to  suppose  that 
DO  costs  of  any  kind  can  be  allowed  except  what  are  enumer- 
ated in  that  fee-bill.    Justice  could  not  well  be  administered  if 
that  was  the  rule ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  any  act  of  Congress  to 
support  the  proposition.    Hathaway  v.  Roachj  2  Wood  &  M.  63  ; 
Prouty  V.  Draper^  2  Story  C.  C.  199.     Costs  in  equity  suits  are 
regulated  by  the  twenty-fifth  equity  rule,  and  also  by  the  sixty- 
second  rule,  which  provides  that  the  same  solicitor,  in  cases 
where  there  are  two  or  more  defendants  and  they  file  separate 
answers,  shall  not  be  allowed  cost  for  more  than  one  answer, 
unless  a  master  upon  reference  shall  certify  that  separate  an- 
swers were  necessary.     Rule  82  provides  that  the  compensa- 
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tion  to  be  allowed  to  every  master  in  chancery  for  his  senrices 
in  any  particular  case  shall  be  fixed  by  the  Circuit  Court  in  its 
discretion,  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  thereof,  and 
the  compensation  shall  be  chained  upon  and  borne  by  such  of  the 
parties  in  the  cause  as  the  court  shall  direct.  Both  judges  con- 
curring, the  Circuit  Courts  may  make  other  and  further  rules 
and  regulations  for  the  practice,  proceedings,  etc.  in  their  re- 
spective districts  not  inconsistent  with  the  rules  prescribed  by 
the  Supreme  Court.  Rule  89.  Pursuant  to  that  authority,  the 
judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  this  district,  on  the  25th  of 
May,  1842,  adopted  the  second  additional  rule,  which,  among 
other  things,  provides  that  in  all  causes  in  equity  set  down  for  a 
hearing,  a  printed  copy  of  the  whole  record  shall  be  delivered  to 
each  of  the  judges  of  the  court  at  least  seven  days  before  the  day 
of  the  hearing,  •  .  .  .  ^^  and  that  the  costs  of  the  printing  are 
to  be  deemed  costs  in  the  cause."  Prior  to  that  dato  the  parties 
had  been  required  to  furnish  to  each  of  the  judges  before  the 
final  hearing  of  the  cause  full  ^^  abstracts  of  the  bill  answers,  — 
evidence  in  documents  in  the  cause  " ;  but  since  the  adoption  of 
that  practice  has  been  uniform  to  require  the  whole  record  to  be 
printed.  No  doubt  is  entertained  by  the  court  of  the  legality  of 
the  rule,  and,  its  utility  having  been  proved  by  an  experience  of 
more  than  a  quarter  of  a  century,  the  court  is  not  inclined  to  re- 
peal it  or  to  adopt  any  other  in  its  place.  The  taxation  of  the 
clerk  is  sustained. 


William  P.  Wiluams  v.  New  England  Mutual  Mabine  In- 

BUBANCE  COMPANT. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  LOWELL,  JJ. 

The  defendant  insured  a  Tessel  lost  or  not  lost  for  the  term  of  one  year,  taking  the  risk  at 
sea,  and  in  port,  in  dock,  and  on  ways,  with  permission  to  sail  with  or  without  pikits, 
and  to  tow  and  assist  vessels  in  all  situations.  Liability  not  to  attach  for  any  breaka^ 
of  machinery  or  bursting  of  boiler  unless  caused  by  stranding  or  collision.  The  under- 
writers were  to  be  liable  if  the  rcssel  should  take  fire,  and  any  part  of  the  machinery  or 
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boflen  was  thereby  damaged.    When  insured,  the  vessel  was  laid  up.    After  insurance 
she  vas  chartered  to  the  United  States  government  to  be  uped  as  a  government  trans- 
port, but  not  to  go  to  any  place  where  there  was  not  sufficient  depth  of  water  for  her  to 
fo  in  safety.    She  was  sent  by  a  military  officer  of  tlie  United  States  to  Hutteras  Inlet 
When  starting  for  that  place  her  destination  was  not  known  to  her  owner,  but  was  to  the 
charterers  and  their  agents,  as  was  also  the  fact  that  she  was  to  cross  the  bar  at  the 
Inlet    She  proceeded  to  her  destination,  and  remained  outside  the  bar  until  ordered 
ten  a  government  tog  to  follow  the  tug  over  the  bar.    In  following  the  order  she  struck 
oh  the  bar,  was  driven  among  breakers  and  became  a  complete  wreck.    The  order  to 
cress  the  bar  was  from  the  military  commander  of  the  expedition  acting  under  the 
anthority  of  the  government  of  the  United  States.  The  draught  of  the  vessel  and  the  depth 
of  water  on  the  bar  were  known  to  the  master  of  the  tug.    The  water  was  so  shoal  that 
a  vessel  of  the  size,  draught,  and  build  of  the  insured  one  could  not  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  cross  in  safety,  and  such  striking  would  naturally  result  in  her  loss.    Tlicre 
was  a  strong  wind  and  a  high  sea.    The  attempt  to  cross  the  bar  was  rash,  hazardous, 
and  unjustifiable,    ffeldf  the  orders  of  the  general  commanding  must  be  considered  as 
if  given  by  the  President    But  the  United  States  were  the  charterers,  and  must  be  re- 
girded  as  the  agents  of  tlie  owners,  and  the  question  was  the  same  as  if  the  owners 
themselves  had  given  the  order  to  cross  the  bar,  instead  of  a  military  commander  in  the 
United  States  army,  and  the  same  consequences  ensued,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover, 
htoranoe  money  may  be  recovered  where  losses  were  remotely  occasioned  by  the  negli- 
gence or  misconduct  of  the  master  of  the  vessel,  if  proximately  caused  by  the  perils 
insured  against 
Bot  the  insured  cannot  recover  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  his  own  wrongful  act,  or  by  that 
of  any  agent  for  whose  conduct  he  is  responsible. 


Agbeed  statement.  Assumpsit  upon  a  marine  policj  of  in- 
surance. The  principal  question  was,  whether  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  loss  were  such  that  the  plaintiff,  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  policy,  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover. Briefly  stated,  the  material  facts  were:  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  owner  of  the  steamship  New  York,  her  furniture, 
engine,  machinery,  and  boiler;  and  that  the  corporation  de- 
fendants on  May  4,  1861,  insured  the  same,  lost  or  not  lost, 
in  the  sum  of  $6,500  for  the  term  of  one  year  from  that  date ; 
taking  the  risk  at  sea  and  in  port,  in  dock  and  on  ways,  with 
permission  to  sail  with  or  without  pilots,  and  to  tow  and  assist 

Tcssels  in  all  situations Liability  not  to  attach  ^^  for  any 

derangement  or  breakage  of  machinery  or  bursting  of  boilers 
nnlesB  occasioned  by  stranding  or  collision  with  another  vessel/' 
The  company  was  to  be  liable  if  the  vessel  should  take  fire,  and 
any  part  of  the  machinery,  or  the  boilers,  should  thereby  be  dam- 
aged.   The  value  of  the  steamship  and  her  furniture  expressed 
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in  the  policy  was  $18,000,  and  the  sum  insured  on  the  same  was 
$3,900.  The  policy  value  of  the  engine,  machinery,  and  boilers 
was  $12,000,  and  the  sum  insured  on  the  same  was  $2,600,  at  a 
premium  of  twelve  per  cent.  Two  other  policies  of  like  date, 
tenor,  and  effect  were  also  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  in  two  other 
companies  upon  the  same  steamship  and  her  furniture,  and  also 
on  her  engines,  machinery,  and  boilers,  amounting  in  all  to  the 
sum  of  $9,500,  in  addition  to  the  amount  involved  in  this  suit. 
The  agreed  statement  showed  that  the  same  valuation  was  affixed 
to  the  objects  insured  in  those  policies  as  is  expressed  in  the  pol- 
icy in  this  case.  The  amount  insured  in  this  policy  was  made 
payable  in  case  of  loss  to  a  third  party,  but  as  the  claim  of  that 
party  was  paid  before  the  loss,  no  further  reference  to  that 
circumstance  is  necessary.  Prior  to  November  1,  1861,  the 
steamship  had  always  been  employed  in  the  merchant  service, 
but  at  the  date  of  the  policy  she  was  laid  up  in  the  harbor  of 
Boston,  without  employment.  On  November  1,  1861,  she  was 
chartered  by  her  owner  for  the  period  of  fifteen  days  to  the 
United  States  government,  by  a  charter-party  of  that  date,  "  to 
be  used  as  a  government  transport,  and  to  leave  New  York  under 
sealed  instructions,  to  be  opened  when  one  hundred  miles  south 
of  that  port,"  and  to  be  governed  in  her  future  course  by  such 
instructions,  but  not  to  be  compelled  to  visit  any  port  or  place  at 
which  there  was  not  sufficient  depth  of  water  for  her  to  go  in 
safety.  Subsequent  to  the  expiration  of  that  charter-party,  to 
wit,  on  December  27th,  in  the  same  year,  the  owner  of  the  steam- 
ship, in  consideration  of  $300  per  day,  during  the  term  of  the 
contract,  and  until  she  should  be  returned  to  her  owner  at  that 
port,  chartered  her  to  the  transport  agent  of  the  War  Department 
for  the  full  term  of  ten  days  from  the  date  of  the  charter,  and  as 
much  longer  as  she  should  be  required  by  the  War  Department, 
subject  to  all  the  conditions  specified  in  the  antecedent  charts 
to  the  United  States  government.  Under  the  last-named  char 
ter-party  the  steamship  was  immediately  taken  into  the  posses- 
sion and  control  of  the  United  States,  and  was  sent  to  a  dock  in 
that  port  for  repairs.  When  repaired  she  was  loaded  by  the 
charterers  with  ordnance  stores,  and  on  January  7th  following 


MAT  TEEM,  1869.  247 

WUliamt  v.  New  EnglaDd  Mutual  Marine  InsnraDoe  Company. 

sailed  under  orders  communicated  to  her  master  to  proceed 
to  Fortress  Monroe  for  further  orders  from  the  government. 
Pursuant  to  those  orders,  she  proceeded  to  the  anchorage  off 
that  Fortress,  and  there  the  master,  on  January  7th,  received 
sealed  orders  from  General  A.  E.  Burnside,  subsequently  opened 
at  sea,  '^  to  proceed  directly  to  Hatteras  Inlet,  hoist  your  signal 
for  a  pilot,  and  after  crossing  the  bar,  anchor  as  far  on  one  side 
d  the  channel  as  you  can  with  safety."    In  obedience  to  that 
order  the  steamship  at  12  M.,  on  January  13th,  came  to  anchor 
in  safety  off  Hatteras  Inlet,  and  set  her  signal  for  a  pilot.    Re- 
mark should  be  made  that  when  she  sailed  for  Fortress  Monroe 
her  ultimate  destination  was  not  known  to  her  owner,  but  the 
charterers  and  their  agents  who  had  charge  of  her,  and  of  her 
loading,  knew  that  she  was  destined  to  proceed  to  Hatteras  Inlet 
and  across  the  bar  there  for  the  purpose  of  transporting  ordnance 
stores  for  the  troops  of  the  United  States  as  one  of  the  fleet  of 
the  Bumside  Expedition.    The  agreed  statement  also  showed 
that  the  steam-tug  Ceres,  then  in  the  employment  of  the  govern- 
ment as  a  pilot  for  that  expedition,  came  out  at  three  o'clock  in 
tiie  afternoon  of  that  day  and  gave  orders  to  the  steamship  to  fol- 
low her  over  the  bar,  and  it  was  agreed  that  in  attempting  to  do 
60,  and  when  she  was  directly  in  the  wake  of  the  pilot- boat,  and 
within  a  ship's  length  of  her,  she  struck  upon  the  bar,  where  she 
remained  fast,  but  before  the  following  morning  she  was  driven 
upon  the  breakers,  and  during  the  next  day  and  night  became, 
bj  force  of  the  wind  and  waves,  a  complete  wreck,  and  was 
totally  lost  and  destroyed. 
0.  T.  and  T.  H.  Bussell,  for  plaintiff. 
W.  G.  Bussellj  for  defendants. 

CuFFOBD,  J.    Three  principal  defences  are  set  up  by  the  de- 
fendants to  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  but  they  will  be  considered 
in  the  reverse  order  from  that  in  which  they  were  presented  at 
the  argument.    They  contend  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover, 
£>r  the  following  reasons :  — 

1.  Because  the  ship  was  lost,  not  by  perils  insured  against, 
but  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  insured,  or  his  agents. 
.    2.  Because  the  employpient  of  the  steamship  in  the  military 
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service  was  such  a  change  of  the  risk  contemplated  by  the  par- 
ties, as  to  discharge  the  underwriters  from  their  liabilitj. 

3.  Because  the  steamship,  when  she  sailed,  was  unseaworthy 
for  the  intended  voyage  and  was  lost  by  reason  of  such  unsea- 
worthiness. 

Marine  insurance  is  a  contract  whereby  one  party  for  a  stipu- 
lated sum  undertakes  to  indemnify  the  other  for  loss  arising 
from  certain  perils  or  sea-risks  to  which  ship-merchandise  or 
other  interest  may  be  exposed,  during  a  certain  voyage  or  for  a 
certain  period  of  time.  Seaworthiness  of  the  ship  for  the  voyage 
when  she  sails  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  liability  of  the 
underwriter  for  any  loss  incurred  in  the  course  of  the  voyage. 
Repairs  may  be  made  while  the  vesse]  is  in  port  and  during  the 
lading  of  the  cargo,  as  it  would  occasion  much  delay  and  un- 
necessary expense  to  require  that  she  should  be  complrtely 
repaired  before  she  can  take  on  board  any  part  of  her  cargo,  and 
such  a  rule,  if  adopted,  would  be  of  no  benefit  to  the  insurers, 
provided  the  vessel  is  made  seaworthy  before  she  sails.  Met' 
chanU  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clapp^  11  Pick.  56.  The  meaning  of  that  re- 
quirement is,  that  the  vessel  shall  be  stanch  and  strong,  that  she 
shall  be  suitably  furnished,  and  that  she  be  provided  with  a  com- 
petent master  and  with  a  crew  adequate  in  number  and  with 
sufficient  experience  for  the  voyage.  JPropdler  Niagara  v.  Cordm 
et  al.j  21  How,  23.  Provided  the  ship  is  seaworthy  and  pn^ierly 
commanded,  equipped,  and  manned  when  she  sailed,  as  the  contract 
requires,  the  insurers  are  liable  for  any  loss  proximately  caused 
by  the  perils  insured  against,  although  they  have  been  remotely 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  misconduct,  not  amounting  to 
barratry,  of  the  master  or  crew,  whether  such  negligence  or  mis- 
conduct consisted  in  omitting  some  act  which  ought  to  be  done, 
or  in  doing  some  act  which  ought  not  to  be  done,  in  the  course 
of  the  navigation.  Eedman  v.  WUson^  14  Me.  &  Wils.  476 ; 
JPatapsco  Co.  v.  Coulterj  3  Pet.  236 ;  Col.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lawrtnes^ 
10  Pet.  517  ;  Waters  v.  Merchants  Ins.  Co.^  11  Pet.  218 ;  2  Am. 
Ins.  770  ;  1  Phillips  Ins.  §  1051. 

Underwriters  are  held  to  be  liable  under  such  ciroumstaneeSy 
by  the  very  terms  of  the  policy,  as  they  take  upon  themselves  all 
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losses  by  the  perils  therein  enumerated  without  any  reference  to 
the  fact  whether  thej  are  attributable  to  the  negligence  or  default 
of  the  master  or  crew,  or  to  mere  accident  or  irresistible  force. 
Doabtless  such  an  exception  might  be  made^  but  the  law  will  not 
make  it,  where  there  are  no  words  in  the  policy  to  signify  that 
SQch  was  the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  the  owner  is  not  in 
general  in  any  better  condition  to  guard  against  a  loss  by  such  • 
means  than  the  insurers.  Hale  v.  Wash.  Ins.  Co.j  2  Story  C.  C. 
176 ;  Copdand  v.  N.  E.  Ins.  Co.^  2  Met.  482.  But  the  insurers 
are  not  liable  for  a  loss  even  by  the  perils  enumerated  in  the 
policy,  if  it  was  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  insured 
or  his  agents,  for  whose  conduct  he  was  directly  responsible. 
1  Phillips  Ins.  1046. 

Authorities  to  prove  that  persons  insured  cannot  recover  for  a 
loss  occasioned  by  their  own  wrongful  acts  are  hardly  necessary, 
as  tiie  iHt>position  involves  an  elementary  principle  of  imiversal 
application.  Losses  may  be  recovered  by  the  insured,  though 
remotely  occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  the 
master  or  crew,  if  proximately  caused  by  the  perils  insured 
igainst,  because  such  mistakes  and  negligence  are  incident  to 
navigation  and  constitute  a  part  of  the  perils  which  those  who 
engage  in  such  adventures  are  obliged  to  incur,  but  it  was  never 
npposed  that  the  insured  could  recover  indemnity  for  a  loss 
occasioned  by  his  own  wrongful  act  or  by  that  of  any  agent  for 
whose  conduct  he  was  responsible.  Thompson  v.  Hopper^  1  Ell. 
A  BL  944 ;  Marsh  on  Ins.  376 ;  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ogden^  20 
Wen.  305 ;  Bell  et  al.  v.  Carstairs,  14  East.  374 ;  Cleveland  et 
(d.  T.  Union  Ins.  Co.j  8  Mass.  308. 

Attention  will  next  be  called  to  certain  other  material  facts 

of  the  case,  as  agreed  by  the  parties.    They  agree  that  the  order 

from  tlie  steamrtug  to  the  steamship  to  cross  the  bar  was  given 

by  direct  authority  fr  )m  the  commander  of  the  expedition,  and 

that  the  draught  of  the  steamship  was  known  to  the  master  of  the 

tog  who  gave  the  order,  and  that  the  draught  of  water  upon  that 

bar  was  a  well-known  and  notorious  fact ;  that  the  shoalness  of 

the  water  there  is  such  that  a  steamship  of  the  draught  of  the 

steamship  in  question  could  not  reasonably  be  expected  at  any 
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Btage  of  the  tide  to  cross  that  bar  in  safety ;  that  a  vessel  of  the 
draught  and  build  of  the  steamship  was  an  unfit  vessel  for  a  voy- 
age across  that  bar,  because  she  would,  under  the  most  favorable 
circumstances,  strike  upon  the  bar,  and,  unless  taken  in  a  tow  by 
a  steamer  of  lighter  draught,  such  striking  would  naturally  if  not 
inevitably  result  in  her  loss  ;  that  there  was  a  strong  wind  and 
•  a  high  sea  at  the  time  the  attempt  to  cross  the  bar  was  made, 
increasing  both  the  ordinary  liability  to  strike  and  the  danger 
resulting  from  it ;  and  they  also  agree  that  taking  into  considera- 
tion the  state  of  the  tide,  sea,  and  wind  at  the  time,  the  attempt 
to  cross  the  bar  was  an  unjustifiable,  rash,  and  hazardous  act 
of  navigation  which  no  prudent  or  skilful  navigator  would  have 
undertaken  ;  that  the  master  would  not  have  made  the  attempt 
except  from  the  compulsory  order  from  the  steam-tug,  but  would 
have  remained  at  anchor  in  safety  where  he  was  when  he  received 
the  order  off  Hatteras  Inlet.  Apart  from  the  other  defences,  it 
is  quite  clear  that  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  agreed  statement 
applicable  to  the  proposition  under  consideration  show  that  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover. 

Obedience  to  the  order  from  the  steam-tug  could  not  be  re- 
fused, as  it  emanated  from  the  general  commanding  the  military 
expedition,  who  beyond  question  represented  the  United  States. 
Orders  given  by  a  commanding  general  under  those  circum- 
stances must  be  regarded  as  of  the  same  effect  as  if  given  by  the 
President,  as  they  were  not  countermanded  and  have  never  been 
disavowed.  The  Venice^  2  Wall.  276.  Beyond  question  the 
United  States  were  the  charterers  of  the  steamship,  and  as  be- 
tween these  parties  they  must  be  regarded  as  the  agents  of  the 
owners  of  the  steamship.  Viewed  in  that  light,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  owners,  if  they  had  given  the  order  to  cross  the  bar 
when  it  was  given  by  the  steam-tug,  and  the  steamship  had  been 
lost,  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover. 
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Edwabd  K.  BuTLEfi  V.  Thomas  Russel. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  LOWELL,  JJ. 

The  repeal  of  the  paragraph  in  §  6  of  the  act  of  Jane  80, 1864,  imposing  a  duty  of  ten  per 

centitm  ad  valorem^  on  lastings,  mohair-cloth,  etc.,  did  not  reyiye  or  leave  in  operation 

the  corresponding  provision,  expressed  in  the  same  words,  in  §  6  of  the  act  of  July  14, 

186S. 

h  the  exposition  of  statutes  the  court  aims  to  learn  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 

If  there  are  several  statutes  relating  to  the  same  subject,  they  are  to  be  taken  together  and 

compared,  as  parts  of  one  system. 
When  accarately  ascertained,  the  real  intent  of  the  legislature  should  always  prevail,  even 
OTer  the  literal  sense  of  the  terms  employed,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  other  rules  devised 
br  coarts  to  aid  in  the  accomplishment  of  that  object. 
Bepeak  by  implication  of  revenue  and  collection  laws  are  not  favored. 
In  order  to  work  a  repeal  by  implication  there  must  bo  a  positive  repugnancy  between  the 

provisions  of  the  new  and  old  law. 
Where  the  provisions  of  the  old  statute  are  revised  in  the  later  enactment,  and  where  the 
lator  statute  was  intended  to  prescribe  the  only  rules  upon  the  subject,  the  subsequent 
b  held  to  repeal  the  former  statute. 
When  a  revising  statute  covers  the  whole  subject-matter  of  antecedent  statutes  it  virtu- 
ally repeals  the  former  enactments,  without  any  express  provision  to  that  effect. 
Where  some  parts  of  the  revised  statute  are  omitted  in  the  new  law,  they  are  not,  in  gen- 
eral, to  be  regarded  as  left  in  operation  if  it  clearly  appear  to  have  been  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  to  cover  the  whole  subject  by  the  revision. 
The  general  rule  is  that  a  repeal  of  the  repealing  statute  revives  the  original  act 
It  coold  not  be  supposed  that  Ck>ngress  would  repeal  the  provision  of  the  act  of  1864,  if 
tber  had  supposed  or  intended  that  thereby  the  same  provision  in  the  act  of  1862  would 
have  been  revived. 
It  ii  the  better  opinion  that  by  the  repeal  of  the  provision  of  §  6  of  the  act  of  1864,  the 
manufactures  in  question  became  dutiable  under  the  preceding  paragraph  in  the  same 
McUoo  which  provides  that  there  shall  be  **  levied  and  collected  on  bunting  and  all  other 
muiufactures  of  worsted,**  etc.,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  a  duty  of  fifty  j>er  centum  ad 

AssuBCPSiT  brought  by  the  plaintiiT,  as  an  importing  merchant, 
^inst  the  defendant,  as  collector  of  the  port  of  Boston,  to  re- 
cover back  import  duties,  alleged  to  have  been  illegally  exacted 
And  paid  under  written  protest.  All  the  counts  in  the  declara- 
tion, except  the  fourth  one,  were  withdrawn,  and  to  that  the 
defendant  demurred.  Briefly  stated,  the  material  facts,  as 
alleged  in  the  fourth  count,  were,  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  4th 
of  March,  1867,  imported  into  said  port  three  cases  of  manufac- 
toed  cloth,  not  combined  with  india-rubber,  and  composed  in 
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part  of  worsted,  woven  and  made  in  patterns  of  sncli  size,  shape, 
and  form,  and  cut  in  such  manner,  as  to  be  fit  exclusively  for  slip- 
pers, and  for  no  other  purpose ;  and  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
said  three  cases  of  manufactured  cloth  so  woven,  made,  and  cut, 
were  then  and  there  subject  to  a  duty  of  ten  per  centum  ad  vdUh 
rem,  and  no  more,  and  that  the  goods  so  imported  were  then  and 
there  of  a  dutiable  value  "  of  above  eighty  cents  per  pound,"  to 
wit,  of  the  dutiable  value  of  $1,217,  and  were  then  and  there 
subject  by  law  to  a  duty  as  aforesaid  of  $121.70,  and  he  charged 
that  the  defendant,  as  such  collector,  wrongfully  imposed  on  said 
goods  a  duty  of  fifty  cents  per  pound,  and  thirty-five  per  eentitm 
ad  valorem,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $749.45,  and  that  he, 
the  plaintiff,  paid  the  excess  beyond  the  legal  duties,  under  pro- 
test, to  obtain  the  goods.  By  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  of  July 
14,  1862,  goods  imported  from  foreign  countries,  and  therein 
enumerated,  are  subject  to  a  duty  of  ten  per  centum  ad  valorem. 
12  Stat,  at  Large,  549.  Lastings,  mohair-cloth,  silk,  twist,  or 
other  manufacture  of  cloth,  or  made  in  patterns  of  such  shape 
and  form,  or  cut  in  such  manner,  as  to  be  fit  for  shoes,  slippers, 
boots,  bootees,  gaiters,  and  buttons  exclusively,  not  combined 
with  india-rubber,  are  enumerated  in  that  section,  and  the  theory 
of  tlie  plaintiff  was,  that  the  three  cases  of  manufactured  cloth, 
which  were  imported  as  described  in  the  fourth  count  of  the  dee- 
laration,  were  dutiable  under  that  provision.  12  Stat,  at  Large, 
550.  The  defendant  insisted  that  the  goods  as  imported  were 
dutiable  under  the  third  paragraph  of  the  second  section  of  the 
act  of  March  2, 1867,  which  provides,  among  other  things,  that 
tliere  shall  be  ^'  levied,  collected,  and  paid,  ....  on  all  manu- 
factures of  every  description,  composed  wholly  or  in  part  of 
worsted,  the  hair  of  the  alpaca  goat,  or  other  like  animals,  ex- 
cept those  which  are  composed  in  part  of  wool,  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  ....  valued  at  above  eighty  cents  per  pound, 
fifty  cents  per  pound,  and  in  addition  thereto,  ....  thirty-five 
per  centum  ad  vabrem.^*    14  Stat,  at  Large,  561. 

T.  K.  Lothrop,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  A.  Fidd,  Assistant  U.  S.  District  Attorney,  for  defendant. 

CuFFonn,  J.    Difficulties  of  so  serious  a  character  attend  the 
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solution  of  the  question,  that  it  will  not  be  possible  to  determine 
it  in  a  satisfactory  manner  without  a  careful  review  of  the  differ- 
ent provisions  upon  the  subject,  in  most  or  all  of  the  recent  acts 
of  Congress,  regulating  the  levying  and  collection  of  import 
duties.  Manufactures  of  goat's-hair  or  mohair,  or  of  which  goat's- 
bair  or  mohair  was  a  component  material,  not  otherwise  pro- 
vided for,  were,  by  §  22  of  the  act  of  March  2, 1861,  subjected  to 
a  duty  of  thirty  per  centum.  12  Stat,  at  Large,  192.  But  §  23 
of  the  same  act  included  lastings,  mohair-cloth,  silk,  twist,  or 
other  manufactures  of  cloth,  cut  in  strips  of  patterns,  of  the  size 
tod  shape  for  shoes,  slippers,  boots,  bootees,  gaiters,  and  buttons 
exclusively,  if  not  combined  with  india-rubber,  in  the  list  of  arti- 
des  declared  by  that  section  to  be  exempt  from  duty.  12  Stat. 
at  Large,  195.  Such  was  the  state  of  congressional  legislation 
upon  the  subject  when  the  act  of  July  14, 1862,  was  passed,  on 
which  the  plaintiff  relies  to  sustain  his  claim. 

Cloth  woven,  as  well  as  cloth  in  patterns  or  cut  in  such  a 
nuuiDer  as  to  be  fit  exclusively  for  the  described  purposes  and 
no  other,  is  included  in  that  provision,  but  the  duty  thereby  im« 
posed  corresponds  ^in  amount  with  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff. 
Comment  upon  those  provisions  is  at  present  unnecessary,  except  * 
to  remark  that  §  9  of  the  same  act,  which  is  entitled  '^  An  Act 
increasing  temporarily  the  Duties  on  Imports,  and  for  other  Pur- 
poses," imposes  a  duty  on  all  manufactures  of  worsted,  or  of  which 
worsted  is  a  component  part,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of  five 
per  centum  ad  valorem^  and  also  a  siyiilar  duty  on  manufactures 
of  goatVhair  or  mohair,  or  of  which  goat's-hair  or  mohair  is  a 
component  part,  with  the  same  qualification  as  that  in  respect  to 
worsted  goods.     12  Stat,  at  Large,  553,  557.    Duties  on  im- 
ports remained  from  the  date  of  that  act,  without  any  material 
permanent  alteration,  to  June  10,  1864,  when  the  act  entitled 
**An  Act  to  increase  Duties  on  Imports,  and  for  other  Purposes" 
was  passed.    13  Stat,  at  Large,  202.    §  5  of  that  act  provides 
(hat  there  shall  be  ^Mevied  and  collected  and  paid  ....  on 
bunting  and  on  all  manufactures  of  worsted,  mohair,  alpaca,  or 
goatVhair,  or  of  which  worsted,  mohair,  alpaca,  or  goatVhair 
was  a  component  material,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  fifty  per 
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centum  ad  valorem;  but  lastings,  mohair-cloth,  silk,  twist,  or 
other  manufactures  of  cloth,  woven  or  made,  in  patterns  of  such 
size,  shape,  and  form,  or  cut  in  such  manner  as  to  be  fit  exclusWely 
for  shoes,  slippers,  boots,  bootees,  gaiters,  and  buttons,  when  not 
combined  with  india-rubber,  are  provided  for  in  that  act,  in  the 
next  succeeding  paragraph  of  the  same  section,  and  the  provision 
is  that  those  articles  shall  be  subject  to  a  duty  of  ten  per  centum 
ad  valorem.  Compare  the  language  of  that  paragraph  with  that 
employed  in  the  corresponding  provision  in  the  seventh  section 
of  the  act  of  July  14, 1862,  and  it  will  be  seen  that  the  provisions 
are  alike  without  the  variation  of  a  word. 

All  acts  and  parts  of  acts  repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  June  13,  1864,  are  declared,  by  §  22  of  the  act,  to  be  p&- 
pealed  except  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  the  duties  imposed  bj 
the  act  for  the  prosecution  and  punishment  of  offences,  and  for 
the  recovery,  collection,  distribution,  and  remission  of  fines,  pen- 
alties, and  forfeitures.  18  Stat,  at  Large,  216.  Rates  of  datj 
on  these  articles,  as  specifically  enumerated,  remained  unchanged 
until  the  passage  of  the  joint  resolution  of  March  2, 1867,  which 
repealed  the  paragraph  in  §  5  of  the  act  of  June  80, 1864,  enu- 
merating the  articles,  and  imposing  a  duty  of  ten  per  centum  ad 
valorem  on  the  same;  but  the*  repealing  resolution  left  the  pre- 
ceding paragraph  in  the  same  section  in  full  force,  in  which  it  is 
provided  that  there  shall  be  levied,  collected,  and  paid  on  bunt- 
ing, and  all  other  manufactures  of  worsted,  mohair,  alpaca,  or 
goat's-hair,  or  of  which  worsted,  mohair,  alpaca,  or  goatVhair 
shall  be  a  component  material,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  fifty 
per  centum  ad  valorem,  18  Stat,  at  Large,  208 ;  14  Stat,  at  Large, 
571.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the  repeal  of  the 
paragraph  in  §  6  of  the  act  of  June  80, 1864,  imposing  a  duty  of 
ten  per  centum  ad  valorem  on  "lastings,  mohair-cloth,"  etc.,  left 
in  full  operation  or  revived  the  corresponding  provision  ifi 
§  6  of  the  act  of  July  14, 1862,  although  the  two  provisions  are 
expressed  in  exactly  the  same  words.  He  attempts  to  maintain 
that  theory  upon  two  grounds,  quite  inconsistent  with  each 
other :  — 

Because  both  provisions  were  in  operation  from  the  date  of  the 
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second  act,  to  the  date  of  the  joint  resolution,  and  the  proposition 
is,  that  the  repeal  of  the  last  in  date  left  the  first  untouched  and 
in  full  force. 

Because  the  repeal  of  the  last  provision,  even  if  it  operated 
while  in  force  as  a  repeal  of  the  first  provision,  revived  the  first, 
and  made  it  operative  anew,  from  the  date  of  the  repeal  of  the 
subsequent  act.    Enforced  as  these  propositions  were  with  much 
ingenuity,  they  have  been  examined  with  care,  but  the  court  is  of 
the  opinion  that  neither  of  them  can  be  sustained,  from  several 
reasons  which  will  presently  be  stated.     In  the  exposition  of 
statutes  the  established  rule  is,  that  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture is  to  be  deduced  from  a  view  of  the  whole  statute,  and  every 
part  of  the  same,  and  where  there  are  several  statutes  relating 
to  the  same  subject,  they  are  to  be  taken  together,  and  compared 
in  the  construction  of  any  material  provision,  because  they  are 
eonsidered  as  having  one  object  in  view  and  as  pertaining  to  one 
system.     But  when  accurately  ascertained  the  real  intention  of 
the  legislature  ought  always  to  prevail,  even  over  the  literal  sense 
of  the  terms  employed,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  other  rules  dcr 
yised  by  courts  to  aid  in  tlie  accomplishment  of  that  object.     1 
Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.)  462 ;  Broom's  Legal  Max.  566 ;   Sedg. 
on  Stat.  231 ;  Smith  Com.  649. 

Rules  and  maxims  of  interpretation  are  ordained  as  means  of 
discovering  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  lawgiver,  but  the 
primary  rule  is,  that  whenever  the  meaning  which  the  makers  of 
a  statute  entertained  can  be  discovered  by  fit  signs,  it  ought  to  be 
followed  in  its  construction,  in  a  course  consonant  to  reason  and 
discretion.  Dwarris  on  Stat.  (2d  ed.)  557.  Repeals  by  impli- 
cation of  revenue  and  collection  laws  are  not  favored,  and  tbe 
general  rule  is,  that  in  order  to  work  a  repeal  by  implication, 
there  must  be  a  positive  repugnancy  between  the  provisions  of 
the  new  law  and  the  old ;  but  well-founded  exceptions  exist 
to  that  general  rule,  as  where  the  provisions  of  the  old  statute 
^  revised  in  the  later  enactments,  and  where  it  appears  that 
the  later  statute  was  intended  to  prescribe  the  only  rules  upon 
the  subject.  In  such  cases  the  subsequent  statute  is  held  to  re- 
P^  the  former  one,  although  the  provisions  of  the  subsequent 
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statute  are  not  in  all  respects  repugnant  to  those  contained  i 
the  act  of  antecedent  date.  Davis  v.  Fairbaimy  S  How.  686 
Plank  Road  Co.  v.  Allm^  16  Barb.  18  ;  Farr  v.  Bracket^  80  V 
346 ;  Woods  v.  United  States^  16  Pet.  842 ;  United  States ' 
Walker,  22  How.  229  ;  BartleU  v.  Kingy  12  Mass.  545 ;  EOU 
Paige  etal.jl  Pick.  45  ;  Pingrae  y.  SneU,  42  Me.  55  ;  Bowtn 
Lease,  5  Hill.  225. 

Articles  of  foreign  merchandise,  named  in  the  act  of  June  8) 
1864,  were  subject  to  no  other  import  duty  than  that  describe 
in  that  act,  but  the  provision  of  §  22  of  the  act  was  that  tf 
duties  upon  goods  imported  from  foreign  countries,  not  proridc 
for  in  that  act,  ^^  shall  be  and  remain  as  they  were  accordin 
to  existing  laws  prior  to  April  29  "  of  that  year,  showing  co] 
clusively  that  Congress  intended  thereby  to  make,  and  did  mat 
a  comprehensive  revision  of  all  the  antecedent  acts  imposin 
import  duties,  and  that  the  act,  when  passed,  became  the  onl 
law  in  force  in  regard  to  the  rates  of  duties  on  the  article 
enumerated  in  the  act.  Evidence  to  support  that  conclusion  j 
found  in  almost  every  section  in  the  act,  and  the  provision  ii 
§  22,  already  referred  to,  is  by  necessary  implicatiou  equivaleo 
to  an  express  declaration  to  that  efifect. 

Temporary  increase  of  import  duties,  to  the  extent  of  fifly/wi 
centum  on  the  rates  previously  authorized  by  law,  was  imposed  on 
April  29  next  preceding  the  passage  of  the  law  in  question,  b; 
the  joint  resolution  of  that  date ;  but  the  evident  intention  of 
Congress,  in  passing  the  act  under  consideration,  was  to  eflect  a 
permanent  increase  of  duties,  which  was  accomplished  in  part  by 
providing  for  higher  rates,  and  in  part  by  diminishing  the  free 
list  and  by  changing  the  basis  of  computation  in  ascertaining  the 
dutiable  value  of  imported  merchandise.  By  that  act  the  dutiable 
value  of  imported  goods  was  declared  to  be  the  actual  valued 
the  goods  on  shipboard  at  the  last  place  of  shipment,  adding 
thereto  every  expense,  from  the  place  of  growth,  production,  oi 
manufacture,  to  the  vessel  in  which  the  shipment  was  made,  and 
including  the  value  of  tlie  sack,  box,  or  covering  of  any  kind  ii 
which  the  goods  were  contained,  together  with  the  commissioni 
and  all  costs  and  charges  specified  by  law.    18  Stat,  at  Large,  217 
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Changes  were  also  made  in  the  regulations  for  levying  and 
collecting  import  duties,  as  well  as  in  the  basis  for  ascertaining  the 
dutiable  value  of  the  importations.  Examined  in  view  of  these 
suggestions,  it  is  impossible  to  hold  that  these  two  provisions 
▼ere  both  in  force  at  the  same  time,  and  it  is  evident  that  the 
new  act  was  intended  as  a  complete  revision  of  the  old  law,  not 
only  in  regard  to  the  rates  of  duty  on  the  articles  named  in  the 
act,  but  also  in  regard  to  the  basis  of  computation  in  ascertain- 
ing the  dutiable  value  of  the  goods  and  in  many  other  re- 
spects. 

When  a  revising  statute  covers  the  whole  subject-matter  of 
antecedent  statutes,  the  revising  statute  virtually  repeals  the 
former  enactments  without  any  express  provision  to  that  effect, 
and  even  when  some  parts  of  the  revised  statute  are  omitted  in 
the  new  law  they  are  not  in  general  to  be  regarded  as  left  in 
operation,  but  are  to  be  considered  as  annulled,  if  it  appear 
plainly  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was  to  cover  the 
whole  subject-matter  by  the  revising  statute.  Davies  et  aL  v. 
Mrhaim,  3  How.  686 ;  School  List.  v.  Whitehead,  2  Beasely,  290. 
None  of  these  principles  are  controverted  by  the  plaintiff,  but  he 
contends  that  the  rule,  as  stated,  has  many  exceptions,  and  that 
where  one  statute  is  enacted  in  the  same  words  as  a  former  one, 
without  a  repealing  clause  and  without  any  change  of  provisions, 
it  may  well  be  maintained  that  one  is  no  repeal  of  the  other,  and 
that  both  are  in  force ;  but  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  that  propo- 
sition, as  applied  to  this  case,  even  if  it.  be  correct,  to  say  that 
the  repealing  clause  in  the  act  in  question,  though  special  in 
form,  virtually  negatives  that  construction,  and  the  many  changes 
in  the  manner  of  levying  and  collecting  the  duties  tend  strongly 
in  the  same  direction.  Support,  to  a  qualified  extent,  is  certainly 
found  to  that  proposition  in  the  case  Com.  v.  Kimball,  21  Pick. 
377,  but  the  remarks  of  the  chief  justice  were  not  necessary  to 
the  decision  of  the  case,  and  he  well  said  that  such  a  case  would 
seldom  happen,  because  a  case  could  hardly  be  supposed  in  which 
Ae  legislature  would  have  a  motive  to  pass  a  new  law  without 
some  intent  to  change  the  existing  law.  Except  for  some  special 
purpose,  as  therein  suggested,  doubts  are  entertained  whether 
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file  rule  is  a  sound  one,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  flie 
point,  as  it  clearly  has  no  proper  application  to  this  case.  Jb*- 
ter  V.  Fritchard^  40  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  446.  Suppose  both  acts  were 
not  in  force  at  the  same  time,  then  the  plaintiff  contends  that 
Congress,  in  repealing  the  provision  in  the  act  of  June  18, 
1864,  by  the  joint  resolution,  revived  the  similar  provision  in 
§  6  of  the  antecedent  revised  act,  although  the  two  provisions 
are  expressed  in  the  same  words.  Undoubtedly  the  general  role 
is,  that  by  a  repeal  of  a  repealing  statute,  the  original  statute  is 
revived,  and  it  was  held  in  the  case  o{  ffastingf  v.  Aiken j  1  Gray, 
163,  that  the  general  rule  was  so  even  where  the  original  statute 
was  repealed  by  implication ;  but  the  rule,  like  most  other  general 
rules,  is  subject  to  important  qualification  and  exceptions.  Much 
depends  in  all  such  cases  upon  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
and  it  is  equally  well  settled  that  the  rule  that  a  statute  may  be 
revived  by  implication  or  construction  cannot  operate  upon  any 
part  of  an  act  which  has  been  expressly  altered  by  subsequent 
legislation.  Smith  Com.  909  ;  Chanedlor^9  Cascj  1  Bland,  663 ; 
Wheeler  v.  BobertSy  7  Cow.  636. 

Neither  want  of  knowledge,  oversight,  nor  absurdity  ought  to 
be  imputed  to  the  legislature  in  the  construction  of  a  statute, 
unless  the  language  employed  in  the  provision  to  be  construed,  is 
such  tliat  the  conclusion  cannot  be  avoided  without  distorting  its 
plain  meaning.  Nothing  but  forgetfulness  or  oversight  could  have 
induced  Congress  to  repeal  the  provision  described  in  tlie  joint 
resolution  if  they  had  supposed  that  the  effect  of  the  repeal 
would  have  been  to  revive  the  provision  in  the  former  law, 
which  was  expressed  in  the  exact  same  words.  Such  a  con- 
clusion would  be  unreasonable,  as  it  supposes  that  Congress 
desired  to  render  complex  what  was  plain  and  unambiguous, 
which  is  past  belief,  if  not  positively  absurd.  Greater  weight 
would  be  due  to  the  suggestion,  if  the  repeal  under  the  opposite 
view  would  leave  the  manufactures  in  question  exempt  from 
duty,  but  the  better  opinion  is  that  by  the  repeal  they  became 
dutiable  under  the  preceding  paragraph  in  the  same  section, 
which  provides  that  there  shall  be  levied,  collected,  and  paid  on 
*'  bunting  and  all  other  manufactures  of  worsted,  mohair,  alpaca. 
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or  goat's-hair,  or  of  which  worsted,  mohair,  alpaca,  or  goatV 
hair  shall  be  a  component  material,  not  otherwise  provided,  fifty 
per  centum  ad  valorem.^*    Serious  doubt  cannot  be  entertained 
that  the  act,  if  the  repealed  paragraph  had  never  been  contained 
in  it,  would  have  been  equally  effectual,  as  a  general  revision  of 
the  tariff  acts,  in  regard  to  the  articles  therein  enumerated,  to 
repeal  the  prior  law ;  nor  tliat  the  manufactures  of  cloth,  woven 
or  made  in  patterns,  or  cut  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  solely  fit 
"for  shoes,  etc.,''  would  have  been  dutiable  under  the  preceding 
paragraph,  imposing  a  duty  of  fifty  per  centum  ad  valorem  on  the 
manufactures  therein  described  and  enumerated  as  fabrics  in 
the  piece  or  web,  and  it  is  not  perceived  that  any  different  rule 
should  be  applied  in  the  case  before  the  court,  where  it  appears 
that  the  second  paragraph  is  repealed,  as  it  leaves  the  act  just  as 
it  would  have  been  if  it  had  never  contained  any  such  provision. 
Ten;^  centum  ad  valorem  only  was  imposed  by  the  second  para- 
graph, referred  to,  on  such  manufactures  of  cloth,  when  woven, 
made,  or  cut  in  patterns  as  aforesaid,  and  the  effect  of  the  repeal, 
as  intended  by  Congress,  was  to  raise  the  duty  from  ten  to  fifty 
jw  centum  ad  valorem^  as  provided  by  the  first  paragraph  upon 
the  subject  in  §  5  of  that  act.    13  Stat,  at  Large,  208.    Congress 
indubitably  so  understood  the  matter  on  March  29, 1867,  when 
the  joint  resolution  of  that  date  was  passed,  which  provides  that 
^^  joint  resolution  of  March  2  of  that  year  already  referred  to, 
shall  not  be  construed  to  apply  to  lasting,  mohair-cloth,  silk,  twist, 
or  other  manufactures  of  cloth,  woven  or  made  in  patterns  of  such 
size,  shape,  and  form,  or  cut  in  such  manner,  as  to  be  fit  for 
buttons  exclusively.    Unquestionably  the  object  of  that  resolu- 
tion was  to  reduce  the  duties  of  the  manufactures  of  cloth  to  ten 
P^  centum  ad  valorem^  and  Congress,  in  adopting  that  mode  to 
accomplish  the  purpose,  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  rule 
^der  the  antecedent  law,  as  modified  by  the  first-named  joint 
'Solution  was  fifty  ^er  centum^  and  not  ten  per  centum  ad  valorem^ 
^  is  supposed  by  the  plaintiff.     13  Stat,  at  Large,  24. 

Passed,  as  the  second  joint  resolution  was,  subsequently  to  the 
approval  of  the  tariff  act  of  March  2,  of  that  year,  it  became 
'accessary,  in  order  to  prevent  an  increase  of  duty  "  on  manufac- 
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tures  composed  wholly  or  in  part  of  worsted,  the  hair  of  the 
alpaca,  goat,  or  other  like  animals,'^  to  take  the  same  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  third  paragraph  of  §  2  of  that  act.  14  Stat,  at 
Large,  561.  When  woven,  made  or  cut  for  shoes,  boots,  bootees, 
or  gaiters.  Congress  intended  that  the  fabric  should  pay  the 
same  duty  as  if  the  fabric  was  imported  in  the  piece  or  web,  and 
for  that  reason  the  increased  duty  is  levied  upon  the  cloth  as 
manufactured,  without  any  designation  of  the  purposes  for  which 
it  was  woven,  made  or  cut,  as  provided  in  the  third  paragraph  of 
§  2  of  that  act ;  but  Congress  did  not  intend  to  enact  any  increase 
of  duty  on  that  manufacture  when  woven,  made,  or  cut,  as  afore- 
said, exclusively  for  buttons,  not  made  for  tassels  or  ornaments, 
as  provided  in  the  eighth  paragraph  of  the  same  section.  14 
Stat,  at  Large,  561. 

Such  fabrics  or  manufactures  are  dutiable  under  the  former 
act,  and,  since  the  passage  of  the  joint  resolution  amending  the 
repealing  resolution,  are  subject  only  to  a  duty  of  ten  per  centum 
ad  valorem^  because  they  are  regarded  as  embraced  in  the  second 
paragraph  upon  that  subject,  in  the  fifth  section  of  the  prior  act, 
just  as  if  the  repealing  resolution  had  never  passed,  but  the 
paragrapli  in  all  other  respects  remains  repealed.  Consequently 
the  same  fabric  when  woven,  made,  or  cut,  so  as  to  be  fit  only  for 
shoes,  slippers,  boots,  bootees,  or  gaiters,  or  for  anything  else, 
except  buttons,  not  for  tassels  or  ornaments,  if  valued  at  above 
eighty  cents  per  pound,  is  subject  to  a  duty  of  fifty  cents  per 
pound,  and  in  addition  thereto  is  also  subject  to  a  duty  of  thirty- 
five  per  centum  ad  valorem. 

Demurrer  sustained.  Fourth  count  adjudged  bad.  Judgment 
for  the  defendant. 
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United  States  v.  Two  Hundred  and  Seventy-eight  Barrels  op 
Distilled  Spirits.  Joseph  A.  Boyden  and  John  H.  Harring- 
ton, Claimants. 

Where  goods  are  withdrawn  from  a  United  States  bonded  warehouse  by  fraud,  the 

permit  so  obtained  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  the  person  perpetrating  the  fraud  has  no  more 

right  to  the  possession  of  the  merchandise  than  if  the  same  had  been  taken  by  force  or 
had  been  stolen  by  him. 

Goods  removed  from  a  United  States  bonded  warehouse  by  consent  of  the  collector  ob- 
tained by  fraud  are  subject  to  forfeiture. 

Where  a  person  purchases  goods  as  agent  for  another,  knowing  that  the  same  had  been 
removed  before  the  taxes  were  paid,  from  a  United  States  bonded  warehouse  by  fraud, 
the  principal  won  Id  be  bound  by  the  knowledge  of  the  agent 

The  jury  must  find  in  such  case  that  the  agent  was  cognizant  of  the  fraud  at  the  time  he 
noade  the  purchase,  else  they  would  not  be  justified  in  finding  that  the  principal  was 
sffected  by  the  antecedent  knowledge  of  the  agent. 

The  only  office  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  to  bring  before  the  appellate  court  such  questions 
ss  were  duly  raised  and  properly  saved  In  the  subordinate  court 

Where  ipirits  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  a  bonded  warehouse  were  seized  for  nonpay- 
Qientof  the  taxes  thereon,  after  they  had  been  mixed  at  a  rectifying  establishment  with 
others  belon^'ng  to  the  claimants,  so  that  they  could  not  be  distinguished,  it  was  held 
^t  the  United  States  were  entitled  to  a  forfeiture  of  a  fair  proportion  of  the  mixture, 
even  though  the  mixture  might  have  been  innocently  made,  provided  the  jury  were 
"^isfied  from  the  evidence,  and  under  the  instructions  of  the  court,  that  the  spirits 

fraudolently  withdrawn  would  have  been  by  law  liable  to  forfeiture,  if  they  had  not 

"*^^  80  mingled  with  others. 
'*»e  lighj  Qf  jjjg  United  States  to  a  forfeiture  cannot  be  destroyed  by  the  intermixture 

^f  the  liqaors   fraudulently  taken  from  the  warehouse,  with  others   not   subject  to 

^w^eiture. 

'Piritg  liable  to  forfeiture  in  consequence  of  fraudulent  removal  from  a  United  States 

Donded  warehouse  and  for  nonpajTnent  of  taxes,  were  fraudulently  mixed  with  others 

^  the  claimants  and  belonging  to  them,  ii^  order  to  destroy  the  identity  of  the  goods  so 

pauciQj^Qjjy  removed,  then  the  entire  quantity  is  forfeited. 

^  rule  is  never  applied  where  the  goods  can  be  separated  and  distinguished. 

^  claimants  knew,  when  they  made  the  mixture,  that  the  spirits  which  they  mixed 
^^^h  their  own  had  been  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  the  bonded  warehouse,  then  the 
*P»rii^  seized  would  be  liable  to  forfeiture. 

®  ^le  might  t>e  otherwise  where  the  efiect  of  the  intermixture  was  to  convert  the  sub- 
Wk       **  ^"'^  *  "*^  species,  unless  the  new  species  can  be  reduced  to  its  elements. 

i^ver  goods  of  a  similar  kind  are  innocently  intermixed,  so  that  they  cannot  be  dis- 

'Wished,  and  they  are  not  substantially  destroyed,  as  by  the  production  of  a  difierent 

^^*^a,  the  several  owners  ma)-  reclaim  their  respective  shares,  and  take  possession  of 

^  ^aiiie  wherever  they  can  find  them,  if  they  can  do  so  without  a  breach  of  the  peace, 
^«y  may  bring  trover  for  the  value  of  their  proportions,  against  the  person  in 

tt\<  *^*****"»  after  demand  and  notice. 

*^  the  act  of  July  18,  1866,  where  spirits  on  which  taxes  were  imposed  were  found 
^^  custody  of  the  claimants,  after  fraudulent  removal  from  the  warehouse,  with  the 
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tnxes  anpaid,  it  must  be  assumed,  under  a  finding  of  the  jury  like  the  one  in  this  case, 
that  the  claimants  held  them  for  the  purpose  of  selling  and  removal  in  fraud  of  the 
revenue. 

Error  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Massachusetts.  Certain  distilled  spirits,  described  in  the 
information,  were  seized  at  Boston  in  this  district,  on  April  27, 
1867,  and  the  original  information  was  filed  in  the  District 
Court  on  May  15  following.  Tlie  cause  of  seizure,  as  alleged, 
was  that  the  spirits  in  question  were  manufactured  in  the 
United  States,  and  that  having  been  so  manufactured  they  were 
at  the  time  of  seizure,  and  had  been  for  a  long  time  before,  sub- 
ject to  a  tax  imposed  thereon,  under  the  acts  of  Congress  relat- 
ing to  internal  revenue ;  that  the  barrels  containing  the  spirits 
were  then  and  there  found  elsewhere  than  in  a  bonded  ware- 
house, to  wit,  in  a  store  and  building  occupied  bj  the  firm  of  one 
of  the  plaimaiits,  which  was  not  a  bonded  warehouse;  that  the 
tax  so  imposed  on  the  said  distilled  spirits  had  never  been  paid, 
and  that  the  said  distilled  spirits  had  not  then  and  there  been 
removed  from  a  bonded  warehouse  according  to  law.  Subse- 
quent to  the  filing  of  the  information,  the  claimants  appeared 
and  severally  pleaded  that  the  goods  did  not,  nor  did  any  part 
thereof,  become  forfeited  as  alleged  in  tlie  information,  and  that 
none  of  the  allegations  in  the  information  were  true. 

Issue  was  joined  upon  each  of  those  pleas,  and  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  was  in  favor  of  the  United  States.  Exceptions  were 
taken  by  the  claimants  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury,  as  requested,  and  also  to  the  instructions  of  the  court  as 
given  to  the  jury.  Separate  claims  were  filed  by  the  respective 
claimants  for  distinct  portions  of  the  spirits  seized,  and  in  mak- 
ing their  defence  they  set  up,  in  certain  aspects  of  the  case,  very 
difierent  theories,  both  in  the  pleadings  and  by  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions. Prior  to  the  seizure  several  hundred  barrels  of  spirits  of 
domestic  manufacture  deposited  here,  in  the  bonded  warehouses 
of  the  United  States,  had  been  withdrawn  upon  application  made 
in  due  form  to  the  collector  of  the  district.  The  application 
represented  that  the  spirits  were  to  be  transported  to  Eastport, 
in  the  State  of  Maine,  for  exportation  to  a  foreign  market;  but 
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the  several  bonds  given  in  the  case,  as  required  by  law  and  the 
regulations  of  the  department,  proved  to  be  false  and  fraudu- 
lent ;  and  the  bill  of  exception  stated  that  the  spirits  were  not  so 
transported,  nor  were  they  intended  to  be  transported,  as  repre- 
Bented  in  the  application  to  withdraw  the  same,  but  were  re- 
moved for  sale  and  consumption  in  this  district  without  the  pay- 
ment of  the  taxes. 

The  spirits  seized  in  this  proceeding  were  found  in  this  district, 
as  the  evidence  tended  to  show,  in  a  building  occupied  by  the 
claimants,  but  not  a  bonded  warehouse,  and  were  at  the  time  of 
eeizure  in  their  possession.  The  theory  of  the  United  States 
was,  that  the  spirits  seized  were  a  certain  part  of  the  spirits 
previously  withdrawn  from  the  bonded  warehouses,  by  means  of 
those  false  and  fraudulent  bonds,  and  that  the  claimants  were 
parties  to  the  conspiracy  by  which  the  same  were  so  withdrawn 
without  the  payment  of  the  taxes,  and  in  fraud  of  the  laws  of 
Congress  providing  for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  the 
internal  revenue.  The  claimants  denied  that  the  spirits  in  con- 
troversy were  any  portion  of  the  spirits  so  fraudulently  with- 
drawn from  the  bonded  warehouses,  and  insisted  that  the  one 
hmidred  and  tweniy-four  barrels  embraced  in  the  claim  first 
filed  had  been  put  in  leaches,  with  other  lots  of  spirits,  and 
niixed  and  rectified  so  that  it  was  impossible  to  identify  any 
one  lot  from  another,  as  when  originally  put  into  the  leaches. 
Several  answers  were  made  by  the  Government  to  that  defence. 

It  was  insisted  that  the  spirits  in  question  were  a  part  of  the 
identical  spirits  so  fraudulently  removed  from  the  bonded  ware- 
I^OQses,  and  denied  that  they  had  ever  been  mixed  with  any 
other  lots  as  alleged. 

That  the  mixing  of  the  spirits,  if  done  as  alleged,  was  inten- 
tionally and  fraudulently  done  by  the  claimants,  with  the  knowl- 
edge that  the  same  had  been  so  withdrawn  by  fraud  from  the 
bonded  warehouses,  and  for  the  purpose  of  destroying  the  iden- 
%  of  the  spirits,  and  to  defraud  the  United  States  of  the  tax 
imposed  on  the  spirits.  Harrington  contended  that  he  bought 
^0  spirits  described  in  the  claim  through  and  by  means  of  the 
other  claimant^  as  his  agent,  and  they  both  claimed  that  they 
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purchased  the  spirits  in  open  market,  and  without  any  knowledge 
that  the  same  had  been  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  the  bonded 
warehouses ;  but  the  Government  insisted  that  the  spirits  were 
in  the  possession  of  the  claimants  at  the  time  of  seizure,  and 
that  they  intended  to  sell  and  remove  the  same,  in  fraud  of  the 
internal  revenue  laws,  and  with  the  design  to  evade  the  pajrment 
of  the  taxes. 

Evidence  was  introduced,  as  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
tendmg  to  prove  the  facts  as  claimed  both  by  the  United  States 
and  the  claimants,  and  it  was  admitted  that  the  seizure  .was 
made  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  by  the  regulations 
of  the  department  for  the  completion  of  the  transportation.  For- 
feiture of  the  spirits  seized  was  alleged,  in  the  first  count  of  the 
information,  for  a  violation  of  the  provisions  contained  in  §  44 
of  the  act  of  July  13, 1866,  which  enacts  that  persons  who  shall 
remove  any  distilled  spirits  from  the  place  where  they  were  dis- 
tilled, otherwise  than  into  bonded  warehouses,  as  provided  by 
law,  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  or  to  imprisonment,  and  the 
provision  is,  that  all  distilled  spirits  so  removed,  and  that  all 
distilled  spirits  found  elsewhere  than  in  a  bonded  warehouse,  not 
having  been  removed  from  such  warehouse  according  to  law, 
and  the  tax  imposed  on  the  same  not  having  been  paid,  shall  be 
forfeited,  and  may  be  seized  and  sold  lor  the  tax  and  expenses 
of  seizure  and  sale.    See  14  Stat,  at  Large,  163« 

G.  S.  Hillardy  U.  S.  District  Attorney,  District  of  Massachusetts. 

R,  M.  MorBSy  Jr,y  for  claimants. 

GuFFORD,  J.  Merchandise,  articles,  or  objects  on  which  taxes 
are  imposed  by  the  provisions  of  law,  found  in  the  possession  or 
within  the  control  of  any  person,  in  fraud  of  the  internal  revenue 
laws,  or  with  the  design  to  avoid  the  payment  of  such  taxes,  may 
be  seized  as  provided  in  §  9  of  the  act  of  July  13, 1866,  and  the 
provision  is,  that  the  same  shall  be  forfeited  on  that  account. 
14  Stat,  at  Large,  111. 

Founded,  as  the  second  and  third  counts  are,  upon  that  pro- 
vision, it  is  quite  clear  that  they  are  drawn  witii  technical 
accuracy,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  examine  the  fourth  and  fifth 
counts,  as  they  were  withdrawn  before  verdict.    See  also  13 
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Stat  at  Large,  240 ;  14  Stat  at  Large,  160,  162.     All  ne- 
cessity for  any  discussion  in  regard  to  facts  of  the  case  is  re- 
moved by  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  which  shows  that  the  theory 
assumed  by  the  United  States  is  correct ;  that  the  spirits  de- 
scribed in  the  information  were  parcel  of  the  spirits  previously 
withdrawn  from  the  bonded  warehouses  by  means  of  the  false  and 
fraudulent  bonds,  and  that  the  claimants  were  parties  to  the  con- 
spiracy by  which  the  same  were  so  withdrawn  without  the  pay- 
ment of  the  taxes  to  which  they  were  subject  under  the  internal 
revenue  laws.    Nothing,  therefore,  remains  to  be  considered  but 
the  exceptions  to  the  rulings  and  instructions  of  the  court.     Ex- 
anunation  will  first  be  made  of  the  exceptions  taken  by  the 
claimants  to  tlie  rulings  of  the  court  in  refusing  the  prayers  they 
presented  for  instructions  to  the  jury.    Tliey  requested  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  spirits,  if  they  had  been  deposited  in 
a  bonded  warehouse,  and  had  been  removed  therefrom  upon  ap- 
plication to  the  collector  and  by  his  authority,  for  rectification  or 
transportation  for  exportation,  were  not  liable  to  forfeiture.    Un- 
limited as  the  language  of  the  request  is,  argument  is  hardly 
necessary  to  show  that  it  was  properly  refused,  as  the  language 
is  broad  enough  to  save  the  spirits  from  forfeiture,  even  if  found 
in  the  possession  and  within  the  control  of  the  party  who  frau- 
dulently withdrew  them  from  the  bonded  warehouse. 

Fraud,  it  is  sometimes  said,  will  vitiate  anything,  but  the  re- 

<iuest  in  this  case  makes  no  distinction  between  a  possession 

obtained  by  fraud  and  that  acquired  according  to  law.     Strictly 

examined,  the  tlieory  of  the  request  is,  that  the  spirits  were  not 

liable  to  forfeiture  if  they  had  been  formally  withdrawn  (no 

matter  by  what  means)  from  the  bonded  warehouse  where  they 

bad  been  deposited ;  but  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  a  permit 

obtained  by  fraud  from  the  collector  to  withdraw  the  spirits,  as 

respects  the  perpetrator  of  the  fraud,  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  such 

a  party  would  have  no  better  right  to  the  possession  of  the  spirits 

than  he  would  have  had  if  they  had  been  stolen  by  him,  or  than 

he  would  have  had  if  he  had  taken  them  by  force  from  the  public 

warehouse. 

Precisely  the  same  objections  apply  to  the  second  request  for 
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instruction  to  the  jury,  which  was  that  if  the  spirits  had  been 
removed  from  a  bonded  warehouse  upon  application  to  the  c<d- 
lector,  and  upon  giving  bonds  to  his  acceptance  and  upon  his 
permission,  and  were  seized  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
allowed  for  the  rectification  or  transportation,  then  the  spirite 
were  not  liable  to  forfeiture.  Like  the  preceding,  this  request  is 
based  on  the  theory  of  law,  that  if  the  spirits  passed  out  of  the 
bonded  warehouse  by  consent  of  the  collector,  no  matter  if  hii 
consent  was  procured  by  the  grossest  fraud,  or  even  by  force,  the 
spirits  are  not  liable  to  forfeiture,  even  in  the  hands  of  the  guilty 
party.  Such  a  theory  cannot  be  adopted,  and  need  not  be  further 
examined.  Apart  from  the  qualification  appended  by  the  court 
to  the  third  request,  it  would  need  no  explanation,  as  it  was  given 
as  requested,  so  far  as.  respects  the  first-named  claimant.  The 
substance  of  the  request  was,  that  if  the  spirits  had  been  removed 
from  a  bonded  warehouse,  as  supposed  in  the  preceding  request| 
and  had  been  bouglit  by  the  claimants  of  the  party  who  withdrew 
the  same,  or  his  agent,  without  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the 
bonds  furnished  were  worthless,  or  that  the  spirits  wei*e  removed 
from  the  warehouse  with  intent  to  defraud  the  United  States, 
then  the  spirits  were  not  liable  to  forfeiture.  Given  as  the  re- 
quest was,  so  far  as  respects  the  first  claimant,  he  has  no  grounds 
of  complaint,  imless  it  be  with  the  verdict  of  tlie  jury,  as  will 
presently  more  fully  appear.  Stated  in  the  exact  words  of  the 
court,  the  qualification  annexed  to  the  request  was  tliat  if  Boydea 
bought  the  spirits  as  agent  for  Harrington,  and  Boyden  was  cog- 
nizant of  the  fraud,  Harrington  would  be  so,  and  by  his  knowl- 
edge. Whether  the  knowledge  Boyden  had  of  the  fraud  was 
acquired  before  or  after  he  was  agent,  to  make  the  purchase  for 
his  principal,  does  not  appear,  but  for  the  purpose  of  this  inves- 
tigation it  must  be  assumed  that  it  was  before  he  was  so  employed, 
as  the  instruction,  as  given,  is  broad  enough  to  include  both 
theories.  Authorities  are  not  wanting  where  it  is  held  that  the 
principal  is  not  bound  by  any  such  knowledge  of  his  agent,  unless 
the  agent  acquired  the  knowledge  subsequent  to  his  employment 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  DaviSy  2  Hill.  460  ;  Howard  Im.  Co,  ▼• 
jffalseyj  4  Seld.  274 ;  WeUer  v.  DmUon^  6  Seld.  77 ;  N.  Y.  Cm- 
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«rai  Lii.  Co.  V.  Nat.  Protection  Ins.  Co.^  20  Barb.  476 ;  1  Pars,  on 
Con.  75 ;   2  Lea.  Gas.  in  Eq.  164.    Those  authorities  hold  that 
unless  notice  of  the  facts  in  question  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
agent  while  he  is  concerned  for  the  principal,  and  in  the  course  of 
the  very  transaction  in  which  he  is  employed,  the  principal  i&  not 
a£fected  by  the  knowledge  of  the  agent ;  but  Judge  Story  admits 
ihat  if  the  knowledge  was  acquired  by  the  agent  so  near  the  trans- 
action that  the  agent  must  be  presumed  to  recollect  it,  the  princi- 
pal is  afiected  by  that  knowledge.    Story  on  Agency  (16th  ed.), 
§  140.    Such  was  the  express  ruling  of  the  court  in  the  case  of 
Hcveif  v.  Blanehardj  18  N.  H.  145,  and  the  reasons  assigned  in 
support  of  the  ruling  appear  to  be  correct.    Patten  y.  Ins.  Co.  40 
N.  H.  875 ;  ffargreaves  y.  Bothwell^  1  Keen  B.  158  ;  Fuller  y. 
BemeU,  2  Hare,  404  ;  HaH  y.  Farmers'  and  Mee.  Bmik^  88  Yt 
252 ;  13  Am.  Law  Beg.  188. 

Contrary  decisions  haye  been  made  upon  the  point  in  the 
courts  of  the  past  century.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held,  in 
the  case  of  Norwood  y.  Dresser^  108  Eng.  C.  L.  585,  that  the 
principal  was  not  afiected  in  the  sale  and  purchase  of  merchan- 
dise with  any  knowledge  acquired  by  his  agent  before  his  em- 
plojment,  but  the  case  was  carried  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
wiiere  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  was  unanimously  oyer- 
mled.  Where  the  agent  of  the  buyer  purchases,  on  behalf  of  his 
principal,  goods  of  tlie  factor  of  the  seller,  the  agent  haying 
present  in  his  mind,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  that  the  goods 
he  is  buying  are  not  the  goods  of  the  factor,  though  sold  in  the 
Actor's  name,  the  knowledge  of  the  agent,  however  acquired,  says 
the  court,  is  the  knowledge  of  the  principal.    Dresser  y.  Norwood^ 
17  C.  B.  N.  S.  481.     By  the  instruction  in  this  case,  the  jury 
were  told  tliat  if  the  agent  was  cognizant  of  the  fraud  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase,  the  principal  was  bound  by  that  knowledge,  and 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  charge  was  correct,  whether  the 
knowledge  of  the  agent  was  acquired  at  that  time  or  the  day  be- 
fore, as  the  requirement  of  the  instruction  was,  that  the  jury 
must  find  that  the  agent  was  cognizant  of  the  fraud  at  the  time 
be  made  tlie  purchase,  else  they  would  not  be  justified  in  finding 
that  the  principal  was  afiected  by  the  antecedent  knowledge  of 
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the  agent.  Beyond  question,  the  jury  found  that  the  first-named 
claimant  was  in  the  possession  of  the  spirits  with  knowledge,  ti 
the  time  he  made  the  purchase  for  the  other  claimant,  that  the; 
had  been  withdrawn  by  fraud  from  the  bonded  warehouses,  and 
that'the  tax  to  which  they  were  subject  had  not  been  paid.  Sug- 
gestion is  made  that  the  evidence  did  not  warrant  the  finding  ol 
the  jury,  but  the  decisive  answer  to  that  suggestion  is,  th^t  the 
only  oflSce  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  to  bring  before  the  appellate 
court  such  questions  as  were  duly  raised  and  properly  saved  in 
the  subordinate  court. 

Exception  was  also  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  refus- 
ing to  give  the  fourth  request  for  instruction,  which  was  to 
the  efiect  as  follows :  That  if  the  spirits,  proved  in  the  case 
not  to  have  paid  a  tax,  had  passed  through  the  rectifiers  in 
which  there  were  other  spirits,  and  had  in  that  way  become 
mixed  with  them,  then  no  portion  of  the  spirits  when  rectified 
would  be  liable  to  forfeiture ;  but  the  court  refused  to  give  the 
instruction  as  requested,  and  instructed  the  jury  to  the  efiect 
following  :  That  if  the  spirits  seized  came  from,  the  recti- 
fiers in  which  the  spirits  so  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  the 
bonded  warehouses  were  mixed  with  other  lots  belonging  to  the 
claimants  so  that  they  could  not  be  distinguished,  the  United 
States  were  entitled  to  a  forfeiture  of  a  fair  proportion  of  the 
mixture,  even  though  the  mixture  might  have  been  innocently 
made,  provided  the  jury  were  satisfied,  from  the  evidence  undei 
the  instructions  given  by  the  court,  that  the  spirits  so  fraudu- 
lently withdrawn  would  be  by  law  forfeited  if  they  had  not  been 
so  mixed  with  other  lots.  That  if  the  jury  were  satisfied,  afl 
aforesaid,  that  the  spirits  so  fraudulently  removed  would  have 
been  forfeited  if  they  had  not  been  so  mixed,  and  the  jury  also 
find  that  they  were  fraudulently  so  mixed  by  the  claimants  with 
knowledge  that  they  had  been  so  removed  by  fraud,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  destroying  the  identity  of  the  spirits  and  of  defraud- 
ing the  United  States,  then  the  entire  quantity  seized  is  forfeited. 
Extended  reply  to  the  objections  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the  court 
in  refusing  to  give  the  fourth  request  for  instruction  is  unneces- 
sary, as  it  obviously  assumed  that  the  rights  of  the  United  States 
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were  wholly  lost  hj  the  intermixture,  however  made  and  by 
whomsoever  the  act  was  done.    Such  a  rule  cannot  be  adopted, 
as  it  merges  all  distinction  between  an  innocent  and  fraudulent 
act,  and  requires  the  same  finding  by  the  jury,  whether  the  mix- 
tore  was  occasioned  by  mistake  or  was  the  result  of  fraudulent 
design.    Cases  where  the  intermixture  is  made  by  mutual  con- 
sent or  by  the  act  of  a  third  person  need  not  be  considered,  as  it 
18  conceded  that  the  intermixture  in  this  case  was  by  the  act  of 
the  claimants,  and  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  United  States 
consented  to  the  act.    Where  the  intermixture  was  made  wil- 
Mij  and  not  by  mutual  consent,  by  the  rules  of  the  civil  law,  he 
who  made  it  acquired  the  whole  upon  the  ground  of  conversion, 
bat  the  common  law  adopted  the  opposite  rule,  and  with  more 
policy  and  justice  to  guard  against  fraud,  gave  the  whole  prop- 
erty, without  requiring  any  account,  to  him  whose  property  was 
originally  invaded,  and  its  distinct  character  destroyed.    2  Kent 
Com.  (11th  ed.)  448 ;  Ryder  v.  Hathaway,  21  Rck.  805 ;  HaH 
T.  Tm  Eyck,  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  62 ;  WiUard  v.  Rice,  11  Met.  493  ; 
WwgaU  V.  Smith,  20  Me.  289 ;  Tayhr  v.  Janes,  42  N.  H.  25. 
Many  exceptions,  however,  exist  to  that  rule,  and  it  is  said  that 
it  is  never  carried  further  than  necessity  requires,  and  it  is  cer- 
tain that  it  never  applies  in  cases  where  the  goods  can  be  distin- 
goiahed  and  separated,  as  in  that  case  no  change  of  property 
takes  place.     8  Bl.  Com.  405 ;  Frost  v.  Willard,  9  Barb.  440 ; 
C«rtM  V.  Qroat,  6  John.  168.    Divested  of  immaterial  matters, 
the  case  before  the  court  presents  the  following  facts.    Distilled 
spirits  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  the  bonded  warehouses,  and 
liable  to  forfeiture  on  that  account,  were  mixed  by  the  claimants 
^th  other  similar  spirits  of  their  own  property,  and  the  mixture 
>o  made  by  the  claimants  was  passed  through  the  process  of  rec- 
tification ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  rectified  product  was 
•object  to  seizure  and  forfeiture,  because  one  moiety  of  the  mix- 
tore  had  been  fraudulently  withdrawn  as  aforesaid  from  the 
boiided  warehouses. 

Examined  carefully,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  fourth  re- 
quest for  instruction  afiirms  that  no  portion  of  the  spirits 
onder  those  circumstances  would  be  liable  to  forfeiture,  and 
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as  framed  it  admits  of  no  exception  or  qualification,  and  there- 
fore is  plainly  erroneous,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  spirits  seixed 
would  be  liable  to  forfeiture  if  the  claimants  knew,  when  thej 
made  the  mixture,  that  the  spirits  which  they  mixed  with  their 
own  had  been  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  the  bonded  ware- 
houses, and  were  then  and  there  liable  to  forfeiture  on  that 
account.  Exceptional  cases  undoubtedly  arise  even  under  the 
rules  of  common  law,  where  it  is  held  that  an  undistinguishable 
confusion  of  goods  with  other  goods  of  similar  species  works  a 
conversion,  and  that  the  title  passes  to  the  party  in  possession ; 
but  the  general  rule  is  certainly  the  other  way,  unless  the  effect 
of  the  intermixture  was  not  only  to  destroy  the  identity,  but  to 
convert  the  substance  into  a  new  species.  Different  rules  apply 
where  the  intermixture  is  of  goods  or  substances  of  different 
species,  or  where  the  effect  of  Uie  intermixture  is  to  produce 
something  of  a  different  species,  unless  the  new  species  can  be 
reduced  to  its  former  rude  materials  or  elements.  Pratt  v. 
Bryant  et  al.y  20  Vt.  833.  Several  cases  decide  that  where  the 
effect  of  the  intermixture  is  to  produce  an  entirely  difierent 
species,  then  it  may  be  held  that  there  is  a  conversion,  and  the 
person  whose  property  has  been  innocently  taken  loses  his  prop- 
erty, but  has  a  right  of  action  to  recover  its  value.  SiUbwy  v. 
McOoonj  3  Comst.  379 ;  Davis  v.  Uasle^y  18  Ills.  192 ;  Betts  et  al. 
v.  Lecy  6  John.  348  ;  Brown  v.  Sax  et  al.^l  Cow.  95. 

Whenever  goods  of  a  similar  kind  are  innocently  intermixed, 
BO  that  they  cannot  be  distinguished,  and  they  are  not  substan-    - 
tially  destroyed,  by  the  production  of  something  of  a  different-^ 
species,  the  several  owners  may  reclaim  their  respective  shares,*^ 
and  may  take  possession  of  the  same  wherever  they  can  find  i1 
if  they  can  do  so  without  a  breach  of  the  peace,  or  they  mt 
bring  trover  for  the  value  of  their  respective  propoHdons  againi 
the  person  in  possession,  after  demand  and  notice.    Byder  v^^ 
Hathaway^  21  Pick.  298 ;  Pratt  v.  Bryant  et  aZ.,  20  Vt.  888  - 
CohoUl  V.  EeeveSj  2  Camp.  576  ;  Bryant  v.  TTare,  30  Me.  295 
Beach  v.  ShmultZy  20  111.  185;  McDowell  v.  Bissellj  37  Penn..^-« 
St.  165.     Apply  these  rules  to  the  first  instruction  given  by  th 
court,  and  it  is  clear  that  it  was  quite  as  favorable  to  the  claii 
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ants  as  fliej  had  any  right  to  expect.    Rectification  did  not 
change  the  species  of  the  spirits,  but  the  effect  of  passing  them 
tliroagh  the  rectifiers  was  to  remove  impurities,  and  perhaps  to 
raifle  their  value,  and  the  instruction  given  by  the  court  saved  to 
&6  claimants  the  benefit  of  any  such  improvement  in  the  spirits. 
The  correctness  of  the  second  instruction  is  too  obvious  to  require 
anj  argument  in  its  support.    Objection  is  also  made  that  the 
nintii  section  of  the  act  of  July  18, 1866,  affords  no  legal  founda- 
tion for  the  second  and  third  counts  in  the  information.    Taxes 
vere  imposed  on  these  spirits  by  the  provisions  of  law,  and  they 
were  found  in  the  possession  and  custody  of  the  claimants,  and 
vithin  their  control,  and  it  must  be  assumed,  under  the  finding 
of  the  jury,  that  the  claimants  held  the  spirits  in  possession,  for 
fhe  purpose  of  selling  and  removing  them,  in  fraud  of  the  inter- 
nal revenue  laws,  and  with  design  to  avoid  the  payment  of  the 
taxes,  and  the  provision  is,  that  all  such  merchandise,  articles, 
or  objects  may  be  seized  by  the  collector,  and  the  same  shall  be 
forfeited.     United  States  v.  One  Stilly  6  Int.  Rev.  189. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Lewis  C.  England  v.  Abijah  Thompson  et  aU 

BEFOBE  CLIFFORD  AND  LOWELL,  JJ. 

^  proviiion  in  a  license  to  use  a  patented  invention  on  machinery  nsed  in  tanning  was, 

''^t  the  defendants  might  enlarge  their  vats,  or  increase  the  number  by  paying  an 

^dltional  patent-fee  in  the  same  proportion  as  thAt  stipulated  in  the  license  for  the  vats 

^iiatrncted  at  the  date  thereof.    The  defendants  enlarged  their  tannery  after  license, 

*^^  in  the  new  part  made  new  vats,  in  twelve  of  which  they  used  the  patented  improve- 

'^^^ts.    By  the  terms  of  the  license  the  defendants  acquired  the  right  to  make  and  use 

^®  improvement  to  the  capacity  of  their  tannery,  embracing  one  hundred  and  sixty-nine 

^''k  vats,  and  containing  sixteen  thousand  seven  hundred  cubic  feet.    Tliey  did  not 

P^t  the  improvement  into  a  third  of  the  vats  in  their  tannery  at  the  date  of  the  license, 

^M  it  in  vats  containing  in  the  aggregate  one  half  the  cubic  feet  authorized.    Held 

^*t  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  damages  for  the  us^  of  the  improvement  in  the  new 

^1^,  as  the  defendants  had  not  used  the  improvement  to  an  extent  greater  than  provided 

^^  in  the  license  at  the  date  thereof  or  greater  than  the  capacity  of  the  tannery  before  it 

^.^^  enlarged. 

^  <Sefendants  were  empowered  by  the  license  to  use  the  patented  improvements  up  to 

^^  date  of  the  expiration  of  the  patent  of  earlier  date.    They  continued,  however,  the  use 
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of  the  patented  improyements  after  that  time  against  the  protest  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendants  insisted  that  they  had  a  right  so  to  continue  the  use  of  the  improTementi 
covered  by  the  first  patent  under  the  provision  of  the  license  to  the  effect  that  if  tbej 
wished  to  continue  to  use  such  improvement  during  what  remained  of  the  term  of  the 
second  letters-patent,  after  the  first  had  expired,  they  might  do  so  by  paying  an 
additional  patent-fee  equal  to  one  half  the  amount  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  term  which 
expired  with  the  older  patent,  and  that  the  only  remedy  for  the  plaintiff  was  assnmpelft 
to  recover  the  additional  patent-fee  ;  but  the  court  held  otherwise,  because,  1.  the 
license  expired  with  the  term  of  tlie  first  patent ;  2.  the  stipulation  in  question  was  only 
an  agreement  to  grant  an  extension  of  the  license  which  the  defendants  might  accept  or 
not ;  8.  if  they  elected  to  refuse  the  license  and  did  not  use  the  improvement,  the  plain- 
tiff would  have  no  cause  of  action.  Therefore,  if  defendants  elected  to  take  the  license, 
they  must  pay  the  required  additional  patent-fee  before  they  could  acquire  the  right  to 
use  the  improvement  beyond  the  term  of  the  first  patent. 

Trespass  on  the  case  for  infringement  of  letters-patent.  Cer- 
tain improvements  in  machinery  used  in  tanning,  and  also  in 
the*  construction  of  vats  used  for  the  same  purpose,  were  invented 
bj  the  plaintiff  prior  to  Maj  17, 1851,  for  which  he  held  letters- 
patent,  issued  in  due  form  of  law,  securing  to  him  the  exclusive 
right  and  liberty,  for  the  respective  terms  therein  mentioned,  to 
make  and  use  those  improvements  and  vend  the  same  to  others 
to  be  used ;  and  the  evidence,  as  reported,  showed  that  the  plaintiff 
on  that  daj,  hj  an  instrument  in  writing  of  that  date,  authorized 
and  licensed  the  defendants  to  make,  construct,  and  use  in  the 
tannery  then  occupied  bj  them,  situated  at  Woburn,  in  this  Dis- 
trict, his  said  ''improvements  in  tanning  to  the  extent  and  capacity 
of  the  present  size  of  their  tannery,"  which  then  had  one  hundred 
and  sixty-nine  bark  vats,  the  whole  containing  sixteen  thousand 
seven  hundred  cubic  feet.  Letters-patent  for  the  first-named 
improvement  were  granted  to  the  plaintiff  on  June  19, 1847, 
and  for  the  other  improvement  on  December  24, 1850,  as  recited 
in  the  instrument  of  license.  Provision  was  made  in  the  license 
that  if  the  defendants  should  thereafter  extend  the  size  of  their 
tannery  ''  by  enlarging  or  increasing  the  number  of  vats,"  the 
plaintiff  should  have  the  right  to  demand  an  additional  patent- 
fee  in  the  same  proportion  as  that  charged  for  the  then  existing 
number  of  vats  and  their  contents. 

By  the  terms  of  the  license  the  plaintiff  granted,  sold,  assigned^ 
and  transferred  to  the  defendants  the  exclusive  right  and  liberty 
to  make,  construct,  and  use  his  improvement  in  their  tannery 
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for  the  period  of  fourteen  years  from  the  date  of  the  first  patent ; 
bat  the  stipulation  in  the  same  instrument  was  that  if  the  de- 
fendants wished  to  continue  the  use  of  the  improvements  in  their 
tannery  for  the  additional  time  of  three  years  and  six  months  to 
Ibe  end  of  the  term  of  the  second  letters-patent,  they  should 
hare  a  right  to  do  so  by  paying  an  additional  patentrfee  equal  to 
one  half  the  amount  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  license  granted  as 
Btipulated  in  the  instrument.  They  did  continue  to  use  the  im- 
provement described  in  the  second  letters-patent  for  the  addi- 
tional period  of  tliree  years  and  six  months,  but  they  neglected 
and  refused  to  pay  any  additional  patent-fee  for  such  use,  although 
the  same  was  duly  demanded  of  them  by  the  plaintiff,  who  sea- 
sonably requested  them  to  take  a  license  for  that  period,  insisting 
at  the  same  time  that  they  had  no  right  to  use  the  improvement 
under  the  license  to  which  reference  has  been  made.  He  also 
claimed  that  they  had  built  a  new  tannery,  and  that  they  were 
infringing  his  letters-patent  by  using  the  patented  improvements 
in  such  new  tannery.  Unable  to  find  redress  by  other  means,  the 
plamtiff  brought  the  present  action  for  damages  for  the  alleged 
infringement  of  his  patent.  The  writ  was  dated  April  29, 1867, 
and  the  declaration  was  founded  on  the  patent  of  December  24, 
1850,  and  the  reissued  patent  December  17, 1864,  as  extended 
from  the  date  of  the  original  patent.  Infringement  was  alleged 
on  January  2, 1865,  with  the  usual  allegation  claiming  damages, 
both  before  and  after  that  day,  so  that  damages  were  claimed  as 
^ell  upon  the  original  as  the  extended  term  of  the  patent.  Be- 
fore the  hearing  the  parties  filed  a  stipulation  in  writing  with 
^0  clerk,  waiving  a  jury,  and  submitting  the  cause  to  the  court 
to  be  heard,  as  provided  in  the  act  of  Congress  upon  that  subject. 
18  Stat,  at  Large,  5.  Subsequent  to  the  submission  of  the  cause, 
the  evidence  was  taken  in  open  court,  and  was  fully  reported  to 
*ke  acceptance  of  both  parties. 

T.  L.  WaJcefidd  for  plaintiff. 

Converit  and  Kelly  for  defendants. 

CuFPORD,  J.    The  theory  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  the  defendants 

instructed  another  tannery,  in  addition  to  the  one  occupied  by 

them  at  the  time  tlie  license  was  executed,  and  he  alleges  that 
^OL.  m.  18 
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they  have  wrongfully  coustructed  and  used  his  patented  improve- 
ments  in  their  new  tannery,  and  claims  damages  on  that  ao- 
count.  He  also  claims  damages  for  the  use  of  the  same,  from 
the  expiration  of  the  first  letters-patent  to  the  end  of  the  original 
term  of  the  second  letters-patent,  embracing  a  period  of  three 
years  and  six  months,  and  also  from  the  date  of  the  renewal  of 
the  second  letters-patent  to  the  date  of  the  writ.  Denied  as  the 
several  claims  are  by  the  defendants,  they  will  be  separately  con- 
sidered, and  also  because  they  are  based  upon  entirely  different 
facts  and  circumstances. 

No  question  is  made  as  to  the  validity  of  the  patent,  and 
the  defendants  virtually  admit  that  they  have  used  the  im- 
provements of  the  plaintiff  during  the  whole  period,  as  alleged 
in  the  declaration.  Considered  in  the  order  adopted  at  the 
argument,  the  first  question  presented  for  decision  is,  whether 
the  defendants  have  used  the  patented  improvement  in  any 
tannery  other  than  the  one  they  occupied  at  the  date  of  the 
license.  They  never  had  but  one  license,  and  they  deny  that 
they  ever  used  the  patented  improvement  in  any  tannery  other 
than  the  one  therein  described,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  the  view  of 
the  case  taken  by  the  court,  fails  to  sustain  any  such  claim. 
Undoubtedly  the  defendants  enlarged  their  tannery  subse- 
quently to  the  date  of  the  license,  and  the  evidence  shows  that 
they  constructed  in  the  new  part  of  the  same  some  twenty-eight 
or  thirty  new  vats,  in  twelve  of  which  they  used  the  patented 
improvements  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  Indefinite  as  the  evir 
dence  is,  it  is  not  possible  to  give  any  precise  description  of  the 
location  of  the  old  part  of  the  tannery,  except  that  it  borderec 
upon  a  brook,  which  flowed  past  it,  on  one  side,  and  that  the  nev 
part  or  enlargement  was  constructed  on  the  opposite  side  of  tb^ 
stream,  some  fifty  or  a  hundred  feet  distant,  but  it  appeared  thai 
when  the  enlargement  was  made,  the  engine  and  beam-house  ii 
the  old  part  was  moved  to  a  new  locality,  for  the  use  of  botli 
showing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  what  was  done  bj 
the  defendants  was  properly  to  be  regarded  as  an  enlargement  a 
the  old  tannery  and  not  as  the  construction  of  a  new  one,  as  sap- 
posed  by  the  plaintiff.  When  the  license  was  granted,  the  de- 
fendants had  in  their  tannery  one  hundred  and  sixty-nine  bark 
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Tats,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  license  they  acquired  the  right  to 
make,  construct,  and  use  the  patented  improvement  to  the  extent 
and  capacity  of  their  tannery,  embracing  one  hundred  and  sixty- 
nine  bark  yats,  containing  sixteen  thousand  seven  hundred  cubic 
feet,  and  the  .provision  was,  that  they  might  enlarge  the  vats,  or 
increase  the  number,  by  paying  an  additional  patent-fee,  in  the 
same  proportion  as  that  stipulated  in  the  license  for  the  vats  pre- 
Tioosly  constructed,  but  they  never  put  the  improvement  into 
one  third  part  of  the  vats  which  were  in  the  tannery  at  the  date 
of  the  license,  nor  did  they  ever  use  the  improvement  in  vats 
containing  in  the  aggregate  one  half  the  number  of  cubic  feet, 
as  authorized  by  the  terms  of  that  instrument.  Viewed  in  any 
light,  the  first  ground  of  claim  set  up  by  the  plaintiff  is  not  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence. 

Authority  to  make,  construct,  and  use  both  the  patented  im- 
provements of  the  plaintiff  was  granted  to  the  defendants  by  the 
license  to  June  19, 1861,  when  the  term  of  the  first  letters-patent 
expired,  but  the  term  of  the  second  letters-patent,  as  originally 
granted,  extended  for  three  years  and  six  months  longer,  and 
the  evidence  shows  to  a  demonstration,  that  the  defendants  con- 
tinned  to  use  that  improvement  throughout  that  entire  period 
without  consent  or  license  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  spite  of  his  ob- 
jections and  repeated  remonstrance.    Although  informed  by  the 
plaintiff  that  their  license  had  expired,  and  requested  to  t^ke  a 
new  one,  the  defendants  refused  so  to  do,  or  in  any  manner  to 
'^cognize  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  insisting  that  they  were  still 
protected   in  using  the  improvement  under  the  old  license  by 
^rtue  of  the  stipulation  therein  contained,  that  if  they  wished  to 
Continue  to  use  the  improvement  in  their  tannery,  for  what  re- 
gained of  the  term  of  the  second  letters-patent,  when  the  term 
^f  the  first  letters-patent  expired,  they  might  do  so  by  paying  an 
^ditional  patent-fee,  equal  to  one  half  the  amount  agreed  to  be 
P^d  for  the  term  which  expired  with  the  term  of  the  first  letters- 
Patent,  and  they  still  insist  that  they  lawfully  continued  to  use 
*he  improvement  under  that  stipulation  in  the  old  license,  and 
^^  the  only  remedy  for  the  plaintiff  is  an  action  of  assumpsit 
^  I'ecover  the  additional  patent-fee ;  but  the  court  is  of  a  different 
opinion,  for  several  reasons :  — 
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Because  the  license  expii-ed  with  the  term  of  the  first  letters- 
pateut. 

Because  the  stipulation  in  question  is  but  an  agreement  to 
grant  an  extension  of  the  license  which  the  defendants  might 
take  or  refuse. 

Because,  if  thej  elected  to  refuse  the  license,  and  did  not  use 
the  improvement,  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  cause  of  action,  and 
consequently  if  thej  elected  to  take  it,  tliej  must  pay  the  required 
additional  patent-fee  before  thej  could  acquire  the  right  to  use 
the  improvement  bejond  the  time  of  the  first  letters-patent. 
Regarded  as  a  license,  there  is  much  force  in  the  suggestions  of 
tlie  defendants  that  the  payment  of  the  patent-fee  is  not  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  right  to  use  the  improvement,  but  the  stipu- 
lation is  nothing  more  than  an  agreement  to  grant  a  license, 
should  the  defendants  elect  to  take  one,  on  the  conditions  therein 
specified,  and  when  viewed  in  that  light  it  is  clear  that  the  plain* 
tiff  is  right,  and  the  defendants  liable  as  infringers,  as  thej  refused^ 
to  take  the  license  or  to  pay  the  additional  patent-fee  as  stipulateA^ 
in  the  old  license. 

Extended  remarks  upon  the  third  ground  of  claim  set  U£» 
by  the  plaintiff  is  unnecessary,  as  the  use  of  the  improvement 
under  the  extended  term  of  the  letters-patent  to  the  date  of  th^ 
bill  of  complaint  is  admitted,  and  as  it  appears  that  all  right  ol 
the  defendant  to  use  the  improvement  under  the  license  h&d 
ceased  three  years  and  six  months  before  the  certificate  of  r^h- 
newal  took  effect.     Suggestion  was  made  at  the  argument  thckt 
the  case  is  controlled  by  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  Chaffee  ^v^. 
Boston  Belting  Co.^  22  How.  222,  but  it  is  obvious  that  the  tve-o 
cases  are  wholly  unlike,  as  the  instrument  in  this  case  is  a  li- 
cense, and  not  an  assignment,  and  also  because  the  right  of  tli6 
defendant  to  use  the  improvement  in  question  had  terminated 
three  years  and  six  months  before  the  certificate  of  renewal  was 
granted. 

Referred  to  a  commissioner  to  report  the  actual  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  revision  of  the  court,  and 
when  the  amount  of  the  damages  is  ascertained  the  plaintiff  to  b0 
entitled  to  judgment. 
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BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  CLARK,  JJ. 

Letten>pttent  are  israed  upon  the  adjndication  of  a  pablic  officer,  and  the  presumption 
ii  thftt  the  adjudication  was  correct. 

I^tten-patent,  if  in  due  form,  when  introduced  in  evidence,  afford  vl  prima  facte  presump- 
tkn  that  the  person  named  as  inventor  is  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  what  is  therein 
described  as  the  improvement. 

The  burden  of  proof  to  sustain  an  opposite  conclusion  is  therefore  on  the  party  attacking 
the  patent 

Upon  the  question  of  infringement  the  burden  of  proof  is  with  the  complainant. 

Technical  equivalents  do  not  belong  to  a  combination  of  old  elements. 

Soch  a  combination  is  only  an  improvement  upon  what  was  before  known,  and  without 
the  Dew  combination  the  whole  would  have  been  the  property  of  the  public. 

"lien  inch  a  combination  is  patented  it  is  infringed  by  every  subsequent  combination  of 
tbe  lame  elements  as  those  which  compose  it;  and  no  subsequent  combination  is  sub- 
•tsntially  different  from  the  patented  one,  merely  because  it  was  in  a  single  device  differ- 
ent (bm  one  of  its  elements,  provided  such  substituted  device  was  at  the  date  of  the 
Patent  a  well-known  substitute  for  the  omitted  one. 

S«bjeqnent  inventors  may  obtain  valid  patents  for  combinations  of  the  same  elements  as 
tW  which  compose  a  prior  one,  provided  the  combinations  are  substantially  different, 
^  accomplish  new  and  useful  results. 

^person  is  to  be  treated  as  an  infringer  who  does  not  use  all  the  elements  of  a  combina- 
^1  unless  the  cliange  is  merely  formal  or  colorable;  and  every  subsequent  combina- 
^  is  only  a  colorable  change  when  not  substantially  different  from  the  first. 

liETTEBS-PATENT  were  granted  to  the  complainant,  June  23, 
1864,  for  an  improvement  in  machines  for  making  machine 
biitting-needles.  On  November  16,  1864,  the  patent  was  re- 
^ed  to  him,  as  he  alleged,  for  the  same  invention,  in  due 
form  of  law  for  the  residue  of  the  original  term.  The  present  suit 
^  founded  upon  the  reissued  letters-patent,  and  the  charge  in 
*te  bill  of  complaint  was  that  the  respondents,  since  the  issuing 
<>f  the  reissued  letters-patent,  had  manufactured  and  used  ma- 


278  NEW  HAMPSHIRE  DISTklCT, 

Sands  v.  Wardwell'd  als. 

chines  and  machinerj  embracing  mechanism  substantially  the 
same  in  principle,  construction,  and  mode  of  operation  as  the 
patented  improvement  of  the  complainant.  The  principal  de- 
fences set  up  in  the  respective  answers  of  the  respondents  were 
as  follows :  — 

1.  That  the  reissued  letters  were  fraudulently  procured. 

2.  That  the  complainant  was  not  the  original  and  first  in- 
ventor of  the  improvement. 

8.  That  the  invention,  or  substantial  and  material  parts  there- 
of, claimed  by  the  patentee  as  new  were  known  to  and  used  by 
others  with  the  knowledge  of  the  complainant,  and  with  his  con- 
sent and  allowance,  more  than  two  years  prior  to  his  application 
for  the  original  patent. 

4.  Besides  these  special  defences  the  principal  respondent  de- 
nied that  he  or  either  of  the  other  respondents  ever  made,  used, 
or  vended  to  others  to  be  used,  any  machine  or  machines  em- 
bracing the  patented  improvement  of  the  complainant.  On  the 
contrary,  he  alleged  that  he  never  constructed  within  the  period 
mentioned  in  the  bill  of  complaint  but  one  machine  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  knitting-needles,  and  he  averred  that  he  invented 
and  made  the  same,  and  that  the  mechanical  devices  employed 
in  the  said  machine  were  substantially  dijBTerent  from  those  de- 
scribed in  the  reissued  patent  of  the  complainant,  and  that  neither 
he  nor  the  other  respondents  had  in  any  manner  infringed  the 
complainant's  improvement  or  any  part  of  what  was  claimed  in 
the  said  reissued  letters-patent. 

«/.  H,  George  and  Foster  and  Sanborn^  for  complainant. 

J.  Marshal  and  W.  JS.  Y.  JSackett^  for  respondents. 

GuFFORD,  J.    The  proofs  introduced  by  the  respondents  in 
support  of  the  allegation  of  fraud  in  the  procurement  of  the  let- 
ters-patent are  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,  and  the  de- 
fence in  that  behalf  is  therefore  overruled.    Further  explanations 
upon  the  point  are  unnecessary,  as  the  proofs  are  quite  unsat- 
isfactory and  insufficient.    Power  to  grant  letters-patent  is  con — 
ferred  by  an  act  of  Congress  upon  the  commissioner  of  patents-* 
Issued,  as  such  letters-patent  are,  in  pursuance  of  the  a^judica? — 
tion  of  a  public  officer^  the  presumption  is  that  the  a^udicatiocm 
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ym  correct.  Founded  upon  that  consideration,  the  settled 
rale  of  law  is,  that  letters-patent  when  introduced  in  evidence 
in  a  suit  in  equity  or  at  law,  if  they  are  in  due  form,  ajBTord  a 
prima  facie  presumption  that  the  inventor  is  the  original  and  first 
inventor  of  what  is  therein  described  as  his  improvement.  Such 
being  the  prima  facie  presumption  to  be  drawn  from  the  letters- 
patent  when  introduced  in  evidence,  it  follows  as  a  necessary 
consequence  that  the  burden  of  proof  to  establish  a  contrary  con- 
dnsion  is  upon  the  opposite  party.  The  allegation  of  the  respon- 
dents is,  that  the  complainant  is  not  the  original  and  first  inventor 
of  the  improvement  described  in  the  reissued  letters-patent. 
They  make  the  charge  and  they  must  prove  it,  and  they  have 
made  the  attempt,  but  they  have  failed  to  sustain  that  issue  in 
the  pleadings.  Extended  discussion  of  a  point  so  clear  as  that 
one  is  in  this  case  would  be  useless,  and  consequently  we  think 
it  sufficient  to  state  our  conclusion.  Nothing  remains  to  be 
considered  in  the  case  but  the  question  of  infringement,  and  in 
that  issue  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  complainant.  He 
slleges  that  the  respondents  have  infringed  his  reissued  letters- 
p&tent  and  prays  for  an  account  and  an  injunction,  and  unless 
he  proves  the  charge  his  bill  of  complaint  should  be  dismissed, 
ftB  he  is  not  t^ntitled  to  any  relief. 

The  statement  of  the  patentee  is,  that  his  machine  is  intended 
to  save  a  great  part  of  the  labor  heretofore  required  in  making 
machine  knitting-needles  by  hand,  and  that  it  is  so  constructed 
that  the  several  operations  of  carrying  forward  the  steel  wire  to 
the  block  making  the  eye,  stabbing  down  the  wire  to  the  proper 
shape,  and  cutting  off  the  wire  in  a  suitable  length  for  a  needle, 
^  all  performed  automatically.  His  statement  also  is,  that 
^hat  is  termed  the  eye  of  the  needle  is  not  a  perforation  through 
the  wire,  but  a  cavity  pressed  to  receive  the  point  or  barb  for 
the  purpose  specifically  set  forth  in  the  specification  (minute 
description  of  the  mechanism  of  the  machine  and  of  its  mode 
of  operation  is  given  in  the  specification,  which  need  not  be 
'^produced).  Having  described  the  mechanism,  the  patentee 
deludes  his  specification  by  making  four  claims ;  and  the  com- 
plainant insists  that  the  respondents  have  infringed  such  parts  of 
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his  inyentioD  as  are  embraced  in  the  first,  second,  and  fonril 
claims  of  the  patent  Further  reference  to  the  third  claim  wil 
not  be  made,  as  it  was  conceded  at  the  argmnent  that  the  com 
plainant  had  failed  to  show  any  infiringement  in  that  behalf 
Brief  notice  of  the  first  claim  will  also  show  that  the  complainam 
is  in  no  better  condition  in  respect  to  that,  as  the  machine  of  tb 
respondents  contains  no  such  combination  as  is  therein  described 
Complainant's  inyention  as  described  in  that  claim  is  the  bun 
or  equivalent  cutter  for  stabbing  that  part  of  the  wire  which  h 
to  form  the  barb  or  beak  of  the  needle,  in  combination  with  th( 
means  or  the  equivalent  thereof  for  holding  the  wire  by  the  eye 
which  has  been  formed  substantially  as  described,  in  order  tha 
the  flattening  of  the  wire  by  the  burr  or  equivalent  cutter  maj 
be  in  proper  relation  to  the  eye.  Beyond  question  one  of  th< 
elements  of  the  combination,  by  the  express  words  of  the  claim 
is  the  means  described  for  holding  the  wire  by  the  eye,  and  thi 
patentee  in  that  patent  is  bound  by  those  words.  They  are  i 
part  of  the  claim,  and  cannot  be  rejected  as  surplusage  withou 
meaning.  Respondents'  machine  contains  no  such  means  o 
holding,  nor  does  their  machine  contain  any  such  element 
Infringement  therefore  of  the  first  claim  is  not  proved. 

The  second  and  fourth  claims  may,  to  a  certain  extent,  b< 
considered  together  in  respect  tor  the  issue  of  infringement.  Be 
fore  attempting  to  analyze  the  second  claim,  it  may  be  useful  t 
repeat  the  language,  which,  in  the  words  of  the  patentee,  is  "  th< 
combination  substantially  as  described  of  the  means  for  fonu 
ing  the  eye,  the  means  for  stabbing  that  part  of  the  wire  whicl 
is  to  form  the  barb  or  beak  of  the  needle,  and  the  mean 
for  cutting  off  the  wire  " ;  and  the  patentee  in  this  connectioi 
repeats  the  phrase  substantially  as  described.  Stated  in  othe 
words,  the  means  of  forming  the  eye  are  those  means  which  ad 
vance  the  wire  to  the  proper  position  under  the  punch,  the  mean 
of  holding  it  there  while  the  punch  operates,  and  the  punch  ant 
the  means  which  operate  it  as  it  performs  its  described  func 
tion.  Such  part  of  the  wire  as  is  designed  to  form  the  barb  o 
beak  of  the  needle  is  subjected  to  the  process  of  stabbing.  L 
order  to  accomplish  that  result  in  the  manner  described,  ther 
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must  be  a  burr  or  cutter,  and  the  wire  must  be  advanced  under 
the  cutter,  and  there  must  be  means  for  bringing  the  cutter 
down  80  that  it  will  operate  on  the  wire.  Unless  the  wire  is 
held  while  the  cutter  operates,  the  machine  would  be  a  failure ; 
and  it  is  equally  essential  that  the  cutter  should  be  withdrawn 
at  the  proper  time.  The  remaining  ingredient  of  that  claim  is 
the  means  of  cutting  oJBT  the  wire,  which  are  a  fixed  shear-cutter, 
or  die,  as  it  is  called  by  some  of  the  witnesses,  —  and  a  movable 
cutter,  together  with  the  described  means  of  operating  the  same. 
Guided  by  these  explanations,  it  becomes  necessary,  in  order  to 
determine  whether  the  respondents  have  infringed  this  claim, 
to  compare  their  machine  with  the  invention  of  the  complainant 
as  described  in  the  specification. 

Both  machines  have  a  similar  punch,  but  the  means  of  operating 
them  ia  the  two  machines  are  unlike  in  construction,  but  perhaps 
are  substantially  the  same  in  principle  and  mode  of  action.  Dif- 
ferences are  apparent  in  comparing  the  respective  means  em- 
ployed in  the  two  machines  in  forming  the  eye  of  the  needle,  but 
ihey  are  not  as  material  as  those  observable  in  the  respective 
naeans  employed  for  stabbing  the  wire.  Unquestionably  they 
have  a  similar  burr  or  cutter,  which  is  capable  of  being  raised  or 
lowered  so  as  to  cut  more  or  less  into  the  wire.  They  also  have 
ineans  of  removing  the  cutter  entirely  from  the  wire,  but  they  are 
wibstantially  diflFerent  in  the  means  employed  to  raise  and  lower 
^e  cutter  and  govern  its  operation.  The  cutter  in  the  complain- 
ftut's  machine  is  mounted  on  the  arm  of  a  lever,  while  the  other 
^^  of  the  same  lever  operates  over  a  cam,  and  in  that  way  de- 
tennines  the  form  of  the  stabbing.  Turning  to  the  respondents' 
inachine,  it  is  at  once  seen  that  it  has  no  cam,  but  the  wire  rests 
ttpon  an  inclined  bed,  with  the  part  designed  for  the  point  of  the 
needle  slightly  elevated.  The  cutter  is  brought  down,  by  the  use 
^'  ft  togle  joint,  or  hinged  lever,  so  as  to  strike  the  end  of  the 
'^  cutting  into  it  and  forming  the  point  of  the  needle,  and  as 
^^  cutter  advances,  cutting  less  and  less  deeply  into  the  wire  by 
'^ft^n  of  its  inclination  upon  its  bed  until  it  is  finally  with- 
^^  altogether  by  the  operation  of  the  togle  joint.  The  ma- 
^e  of  the  complainant  is  in  this  respect  quite  dissimilar  in 
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construction  and  mode  of  operation.  Their  machine  has  no 
cam,  nor  is  the  device  employed  in  their  machine  a  known  snb- 
stitute  for  such  an  instrumentalitj.  These  two  machines  are  also 
quite  unlike  in  respect  to  the  respective  means  they  employ  in 
holding  the  wire  while  it  is  stabbed  to  form  the  barb  of  the 
needle.  In  the  complainant's  machine  the  punch  is  forced  into 
the  eye  of  the  needle,  and  remains  there  holding  it  down  upon 
the  bed,  and  then  at  the  proper  moment  moves  forward  with  the 
wire  and  the  bed,  still  holding  the  wire  by  the  eye  of  the  needle 
while  the  point  of  the  preceding  needle  is  being  stabbed  and  the 
barb  thereof  formed. 

The  next  step  in  the  operation  is,  that  the  blank,  so  called,  thus 
stabbed,  is  cut  off,  and  the  punch  returns  to  the  position  firom 
which  it  started  to  operate,  hold,  and  bring  forward  another 
needle.  No  such  means  for  holding  the  wire  is  found  in  the  ma- 
chine of  the  respondents.  On  the  contrary,  it  has  a  set  of  ^^  hold- 
ing dies  which,  after  the  wire  is  cut  off,  grasp  it  firmly  and 
present  and  hold  it  for  the  action  of  the  cutter." 

The  substance  and  effect  of  the  fourth  claim  is  for  a  combina- 
tion of  the  bed  on  which  the  wire  is  supported  during  the  operation 
of  stabbing  the  burr  or  equivalent  cutter  for  stabbing  the  wire,  the 
means  described  for  causing  the  cutter  to  act  upon  the  wire  in 
the  direction  of  its  length,  and  a  cam  or  equivalent  pattern  to  gov- 
ern the  cutter's  motions  to  and  firom  the  wire  so  as  to  determine 
the  form  of  the  stabbing.  Technical  equivalents  do  not  belong 
to  a  mere  combination  of  old  elements.  Such  a  combination  is 
regarded  merely  as  an  improvement  upon  what  was  before  known, 
and  which,  without  such  new  combination,  would  have  belonged 
to  the  public.  Inventors  of  such  improvements,  if  their  rights 
are  secured  by  letters  patent,  may  treat  all  others  as  infiingers 
who  make,  use,  or  vend  to  others  to  be  used,  any  and  every  subse- 
quent combination  of  those  elements  not  substantiaUy  different ; 
and  no  such  subsequent  combination  is  substantially  difierent 
merely  because  the  person  constructing  a  machine  under  it  em- 
ploys a  di£forent  device  for  one  of  the  elements,  provided  such 
device  was,  at  the  date  of  the  first  patent,  a  well-known  substi- 
tote  for  such  omitted  element.    Other  inventors  may  secure  valid. 
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patents  for  subsequent  combinations  of  the  same  elements,  pro- 
vided the  combination  is  substantially  different  and  the  invention 
produces  a  new  and  useful  result ;  but  no  person  can  be  treated 
as  an  infringer  who  does  not  use  all  of  the  elements  of  the  first 
combination,  unless  the  change  is  merely  formal  or  colorable,  as 
eyery  subsequent  combination  is  which  is  not  substantially  diJBTer- 
«nt,  and  no  subsequent  change  can  be  regarded  as  substantially 
different  merely  because  it  drops  one  of  the  elements  of  the  one 
j)atented  and  employs  in  its  stead  another,  which,  though  differ- 
ent in  form,  was  well  known  at  the  date  of  the  patent  as  a  com- 
xxi.on  substitute  for  the  element  so  dropped. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  present  case,  it  is  quite  clear 
tbfit  the  proofs  do  not  show  that  the  respondents  have  infringed 
ixpoii  the  second  or  fourth  claims  of  the  complainant's  patent. 
TT^ey  have  no  cam,  nor  have  they  any  equivalent  device,  nor  is 
tbe  device  which  they  employ  a  well-known  substitute  for  the 
one  to  be  found  in  the  complainant's  machine.    Viewed  in  any 
proper  light,  their  machine  must  be  regarded  as  a  substantially 
different  combination,  as  they  do  not  employ  all  the  elements 
found  in  the  complainant*s  machine.    No  allusion  has  been  made 
to  the  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  principal  respondent 
saw  the  complainant's  machine  used,  and  had  opportunity  to  copy 
^t,  as  it  appears  that  the  machine  was  then  protected  by  letters- 
Patent,  and  it  is  quite  as  probable  that  he  examined  it  to  avoid 
^  infringement  as  to  copy  the  improvement. 
Hill  of  complainant  dismissed  with  costs. 
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before  clifford  and  sheflet,  jj. 

Although  the  act  of  March  2, 1861,  does  not  enumerate  shingies  sawed,  rived,  or  shaved, 
§  22  of  the  act  provides  that  a  duty  of  thirty  per  cent  shall  be  collected  on  manu- 
factures of  wood,  or  of  which  wood  is  the  chief  component  part,  if  imported  from  a 
foreign  country,  and  not  otherwise  provided  for,  and  the  act  of  July  14,  1862,  provides 
for  five  per  cent  ad  valorem  additional.  Hdd^  that  shingles  wero  within  the  said  pro- 
visions of  the  revenue  laws,  and  were  not  exempted  by  the  Beciproclty  Treaty  with 
Canada,  whence  the  importations  were  made. 

Debt  is  the  proper  form  of  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  penalties  sued  for  in  this  case. 

All  penalties  and  forfeitures  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  act  under  which  this  suit  is 
brought  may  be  sued  for  and  collected  as  prescribed  by  the  act  to  regulate  the  col- 
lection of  duties  on  imports  and  tonnage.  8  Stat  at  Large,  782,  §  6;  1  Stat  at 
Large,  696. 

Whenever  the  same  plea  may  ^  pleaded,  and  the  same  judgment  given  on  two  conntiy 
they  may  be  joined  in  the  same  declaration. 

Recovery  for  the  duties  and  double  values  may  be  had  in  the  same  case. 

Import  duties  are  levied  by  act  of  Congress,  and  when  the  goods  are  imported  without 
paying  or  accounting  for  them,  the  liability  is  complete  for  the  illegal  importation. 

The  liability  for  receiving,  concealing,  or  buying  is  founded  upon  a  distinct  act  from  that 
of  illegally  importing.  An  agent  or  a  oonsignee  may  be  liable  for  both,  and  the  two 
counts  may  be  joined. 

The  Judge  of  the  District  Court  has  power,  when  it  appears  by  complaint  or  affidaTit  tohis 
satisfaction  that  a  fraud  on  the  revenue  has  been  committed  by  any  person  intrusted  widi 
or  concerned  in  the  importation  or  entry  of  goods,  to  issue  his  warrant  to  the  marshal 
requiring  him  to  enter  a  place  or  premises  where  any  invoices,  books,  or  papers  relating 
to  the  merehandise  are  depoeitedf  in  respect  to  which  the  fraud  is  alleged  to  have  been 
conunitted,  to  take  possession  of  such  books  and  produce  them  before  the  judge. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  a  complaint  or  affidavit  should  accompany  the  warrant  If  tlie 
court  is  satisfied  that  the  fraud  upon  the  revenue  lias  been  committed,  the  warrant  will 
be  granted.  The  granting  or  refusing  the  warrant  is  a  judicial  act,  and  the  complaint 
or  affidavit  is  not  necessary  to  be  introduced  where  it  appears,  by  the  recitals  of  the 
warrant,  that  it  was  shown  by  complaint  and  affidavit  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
that  the  aDeged  frauds  on  the  revenue  had  been  committed. 

Where  the  warrant  described  the  alleged  frauds  to  be  that  defendants  had  at  certain  times 
committed  firands  oo  the  revenue  by  importing  large  quantities  of  shingles  subject  to 
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datr  by  Uw,  into  the  port  of  Bangor  and  other  ports  in  the  district,  without  paying  or 
iccoimting  for  the  duty  to  which  the  same  were  liable,  it  was  held  that  the  description 
¥18  made  with  sufficient  particularity. 
It  was  held  that  shingles  described  in  the  warrant  as  the  '*  growth  and  manufactnre  **  of 
the  provinces  of  Canada,  were  so  described  as  to  make  their  importation  without  pay- 
ing duty  a  fraud  on  the  revenue. 
It  is  t  defect  in  the  warrant  not  to  allege  that  the  district  judge  became  satisfied,  by  com« 
pliint  and  affidavit,  that  the  alleged  frauds  on  the  revenue  had  been  conmiitted.    This, 
however,  could  not  avail  the  defendants  in  this  case:  — 
1*  Because,  they  did  not  at  the  trial  except  to  the  ruling  of  the  court,  admitting  books, 

documents,  etc  upon  that  ground. 
1  Because  the  books,  etc.  were  properly  admitted,  even  if  the  search-warrant  were 

illegal 
£xeeptions  to  the  ruling  of  a  court  in  admitting  evidence  should  be  sufficiently  specific  to 

oiable  it  to  understand  the  precise  ground  upon  which  the  objection  is  based. 
AH  that  appeared  in  this  case  was,  that  when  the  books,  etc.  were  offered  in  evidence, 
the  defendants  objected  that  the  court  was  not  authorized  to  issue,  or  the  marshal  to 
wrve,  the  warrant  in  question,  and  that  the  district  attorney  could  not  put  them  in  evi- 
dence, because  obtained  by  that  warrant  Heldy  that  the  objections  were  not  sufficiently 
explicit  to  avail  the  defi^dants  at  this  hearing. 
,  The  district  jndge  could  put  the  papers  seized  under  the  warrant  in  this  case  into  the 
hands  of  the  district  attorney. 
n  was  objected  that  the  books,  etc.  were  not  in  themselves  legal  evidence,    ffeld^  that  as 
^a  same  were  not  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  nor  in  any  way  made  part  of  it,  the 
Pf'Muixiption  was  that  the  ruling  of  the  district  judge  was  correct,  and  the  point  was  not 
^*P®n  for  examination.  ^ 

^*^  objections  were  taken  to  the  admissibility  of  a  deposition :  1.  That  it  did  not  appear 
^^^  the  magistrate  had  examined  the  deponent;  2.  That  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
'"'^Siatrate  had  reduced,  or  caused  to  be  reduced,  to  writing  the  deponent's  answers. 
^   That  it  did  not  appear  that  the  magistrate  had  reduced,  or  caused  to  be  reduced,  to 
^^tiQ^the  answers  of  deponent  In  his  presence.    The  return  stated  that,  1.  "An  ex- 
^'^^atiou  on  oath  of  the  deponent  was  had  before  me.**    2.   Cross  and  direct  interroga- 
*^^^a  accompanied  the  commission,  and  the  magistrate's  return  was, "  the  following  are 
^®  O-nawers,"  to  the  direct  and  cross  interrogatories,  and  also  that  "the  signatures  of 
"^®  <leponent  affixed  to  this  deposition  are  in  his  handwriting,  and  made  in  my  presence.'* 
^"»  that  as  the  magistrate  was  to  permit  no  person  other  than  a  clerk  to  be  present  nt 
®  Examination  except  himself  and  the  deponent,  and  as  it  did  not  appear  that  a  clerk 
^^^  appointed,  the  presumption  was  that  no  one  wns  present  but  the  deponent  and  the 
^'^^l^trate,  and,  if  not,  then  either  the  magistrate  or  tlie  deponent  must  bo  presumed 
^  uaTe  written  the  answers,  and,  if  by  cither,  the  first  and  second  objections  failed. 
'^e  fact  that  the  signatures  affixed  were  those  of  the  deponent  and  made  in  the 
^'^^nce  of  the  magistrate  is  an  answer  to  the  third  objection. 
^^  ^aiuiot  claim  property  or  the  avails  of  it  through  the  fraudulent  acts  of  another  with- 
^^  being  afiected  by  the  act,  especially  if  a  partner,  the  same  as  if  the  act  were  his 

'  ^^ers  are  liable  in  toHdo  for  the  tort  of  one  of  their  number,  if  the  tort  was  committed 
"^  him  as  a  partner,  and  in  the  course  of  the  partnership  business. 

"This  was  an  action  of  debt  by  the  United  States  to  recover 
^^^m  duties  and  penalties  for  the  alleged  illegal  importation  of 
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shingles  into  the  port  of  Bangor,  in  the  District  of  Maine.  The 
suit  was  brought  in  the  District  Court,  where  the  jury  returned 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  Thereupon,  after  the  judgment,  the 
defendants  excepted,  and  by  writ  of  error  remoyed  the  cause  to 
the  Circuit  Court.  Large  quantities  of  shingles,  it  was  aHeged, 
were  imported  into  the  port  of  Bangor  hj  certain  persons  un- 
known, without  paying  the  duties,  and  that  the  same  were 
then  and  there  unladen  and  delivered  in  violation  of  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  revenue  laws ;  and  the  charge  in  the  first  eight 
counts  of  the  writ  was  that  the  shingles  were  then  and  there 
received,  concealed,  and  bought  by  the  defendants.  Founded 
on  that  and  other  charges,  as  set  forth  in  the  other  counts,  the 
United  States  sued  the  defendants  in  a  plea  of  debt,  the  writ  con- 
taining twenty-three  counts.  Seven  of  the  counts — to  wit,  from 
the  ninth  to  the  fifteenth  inclusive  —  alleged  that  the  goods  as 
imported  were  subject  to  duty,  and  that  the  defendants  did  then 
and  there  knowingly  attempt  to  make,  and  did  knowingly  make, 
an  entry  of  said  goods  by  means  of  a  false  invoice ;  and  the  re- 
maining counts — to  wit,  from  th^  sixteenth  to  the  twenty-third  in- 
clusive — were  counts  for  the  unpaid  duties,  in  which  it  was  alleged 
that  the  defendanta  or  their  agents  imported  the  goods  without 
paying  or  accounting  for  the  duties.  Service  was  made  upon  all 
the  defendants  named  in  the  writ,  but  the  death  of  Leeman 
Stockwell  was  suggested  at  the  first  term,  and  the  other  defend- 
ants appeared  and  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  upon  that  issue 
the  parties  subsequently  went  to  trial.  Double  the  value  of  the 
goods  was  claimed  in  the  first  eight  counts,  and  the  jury  found  for 
the  plaintifis  upon  all  those  coimts  except  the  seventh,  upon 
whiph  their  verdict  was  for  the  defendants ;  and  they  also  found 
for  the  defendants  upon  all  of  the  seven  counts  constituting  the 
second  set,  in  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  defendants  knowingly 
attempted  to  make  and  made  entries  of  the  respective  importa- 
tions by  means  of  false  invoices.  Separate  claims  for  the  unpaid 
duties  of  the  respective  importations  were  made  in  the  third  set  of 
counts,  and  upon  those,  except  the  twenty-second,  the  jury  found 
for  the  plaintifis ;  but  they  found  for  the  defeifdants  upon  the 
twenty-second  count,  which  had  respect  to  the  same  importation 
as  the  seventh  count  in  the  first  set. 
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Prajers  for  instructions  were  presented  by  the  defendants  in 
substance  and  effect  as  follows:  — 

1.  That  the  first  eight  counts  were  bad,  because  they  did  not 
sufficiently  aver  the  primary  element  of  the  charge  that  the 
shingles  were  in  fact  illegally  imported. 

2.  That  both  the  first  and  third  set  of  counts  were  bad,  be- 
cause they  did  not  so  describe  the  shingles  as  to  show  that  they 
vere  subject  to  duty. 

8.  That  shingles  imported  from  the  adjacent  Provinces  at 
the  date  of  the  importations  in  question  were  not  subject  to 
duty;  that  they  were  entitled  at  that  time  to  be  admitted  to 
entry  free  of  duty,  under  the  Reciprocity  Treaty  with  Great 
Britain,  though  manufactured  in  part,  if  something  remained  to 
be  done  to  complete  the  manufacture,  as  if  the  sliingles  were 
shaved  but  not  jointed,  as  explained  in  the  record. 

4.  That  a  civil  action  will  not  lie  to  recover  the  double  values, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  in  this  action  both  the 
double  values  and  the  duties.  > 

Biehard  E.  Dana,  Jr.,  for  defendants,  plaintiffs  in  error. 

In  the  District  Court,  George  F.  Talbot,  United  States  District 
Attorney,  appeared  for  the  Government.  The  argument  in  the 
Circuit  Court  was  made  by  Nathan  Webb,  at  that  time  United 
States  Attorney  for  this  district. 

Clippord,  J.  Brought  here,  as  the  record  is,  by  writ  of  error 
to  the  District  Court,  to  revise  certain  rulings  of  that  court  and 
the  judgment  in  the  case,  it  will  only  be  necessary  to  refer  to 
8uch  portions  of  the  pleadings  and  evidence  as  are  material  to 
the  questions  presented  for  re-examination  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions. Goods  brought  from  any  foreign  port  or  place  are  forbid- 
den to  be  unladen  and  delivered  before  the  duties  are  paid  or 
secured  to  be  paid,  and  the  further  provision  is  that  persons  who 
'^ive,  conceal,  or  buy  any  goods  knowing  them  to  have  been 
"legally  imported  and  liable  to  seizure,  shall,  on  conviction 
thereof,  forfeit  and  pay  a  sum  double  the  amount  or  value  of  the 
P^  80  received,  concealed,  or  purchased.  11  Stat,  at  Large, 
^5 ;  3  Stat,  at  Large,  782. 

Shingles,  whether  sawed  or  rived  and  shaved,  are  not  enu 


VSi  3ti3Z  I^STSaST. 


3iAS3zed  izirza  hi^z  ic  :n&  lit  :f  JLsr^Ju  I*4?I.  is  la  ariide  of  imb 
zrjT'MzrjcL  §ntJfixz  «:  rnrr :  znc  :ae  T^rsisv^seeoBd  lection  <^  the 
ai!S  ;r:<riifris  ^iuu:  'Zi*?*  sutZ  %  LmeiL  ecCecsed.  and  piid  "on 
Bi£mnfitos:3r»9  -jT  -r:«:iL  :f  jT  -nzi!fL  w'sod  5s  At  ddef  eomponenl 
pftTU*  ff  ^yrzfi  ^CL  JiiraicL  ccnssEses  aad  ^not  otherwiM 
f  rvr»i»d  iir."  &  izzj  li  ^zttt  ff*'  ancm  ;  sad  §  13  <tf  tbe  ad 
</  *Jiit  Ilfx.  :f  J::1t.  I«r  i.  ftC;5sd  f^  9<ff'  oDiteH  aI  MtlnrMi  in 
2^rld^->c  V.  iCft  rr:if!s  rnziieai  zj  :ze  pdor  act.  12  Stat  ai 
Lar7».  l&i:  tii-  .>S7- 

B«s^j&£Te  :*>  i»  frsc  rsirassc  d:e  rsatraetfion  grren  bj  fb 
crxm  vu«  tLt::.  if  :b»  fiA2  s«  j:r±  fn  the  coonts  were  prored 
tke  a!jsnr>jC5  vere  scfE^S^it  tc-  ei::hl<e  the  plaintiff  to  a  Terdict 
and  tb!;  0!>iirt  bere  e&drelj  ccc-ccrs  izi  that  instruction,  aa  fhi 
r^p^^re  coontft  alleg?  dttt  the  g«>Dds.  being  bj  law  sobjecfc  fa 
the  pajmezit  of  d:iti€&  were  on  a  certain  daj  imported  an< 
brocgfat  fix>m  some  foreign  pc^  or  plice«  naming  the  port,  by  \ 
certain  TesseL  ginng  the  nan>e  theze<^.  into  this  district,  nam 
ing  the  port,  bj  persons  unknown,  without  paring  or  accoontinj 
for  the  duties  to  which  said  goods  were  then  br  law  ao  solgect 
Particular  reference  to  the  proTisi<»i  leTjing  the  duties  and  en 
acting  the  prohibition  and  imposing  the  penalty  is  never  neees 
sarr,  even  in  an  indictment,  as  the  Federal  courts  take  judida 
knowledge  of  the  revenue  laws,  imposing  duties  and  proTidin{ 
for  their  collection. 

Most  of  the  remarks  made  to  show  that  the  first  prayer  foi 
instruction  was  properly  refused  apply  with  equal  force  as  an 
answer  to  the  objections  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  grani 
the  second  prayer.  Nothing  further  need  be  added  to  show  thsi 
the  action  of  the  court  was  correct  except  to  say  that  the  counti 
respectively  aver  that  the  goods  were  imported  without  payinf 
or  accounting  for  the  duties  to  which  they  were  by  law  subject 
They  are  described  as  shingles  and  not  as  manufactures  of  wood 
but  shingles  are  enumerated  in  the  Treasury  regulation  as  ai 
article  subject  to  duty,  notwithstanding  the  Treaty  of  Reciprocity 
and  it  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  shingles  are  mann 
factured  from  wood.  • 

Manufactured  of  wood,  as  shingles  are,  they  were  clearlj 
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within  the  before-mentioned  proyisions  of  the  revenue  laws,  and 
18  such  were  subject  to  a  duty  of  thirty-fiye  per  centum  ad  valorem 
unless  they  were  exempted  by  the  terms  of  the  Reciprocity  Treaty, 
which  was  in  full  operation  at  the  date  of  the  several  importa- 
tions. '^  Timber  and  lumber  of  all  kinds,  round,  hewed,  and 
sawed,  unmanufactured  in  whole  or  in  part,''  are  enumerated  in 
the  schedule  annexed  to  the  third  article  of  that  treaty,  in  which 
it  is  in  terms  agreed  that  the  articles  therein  enumerated,  '^  being 
the  growth  and  produce  of  the  aforesaid  British  Colonies  or  of 
the  United  States,  shall  be  admitted  into  each  country  respec- 
ti?ely  free  of  duty."  Unmanufactured  timber  or  lumber  of  any 
kind,  as  well  such  as  was  hewed  or  sawed  as  that  which  was 
roond,  if  otherwise  unmanufactured  in  whole  or  in  part,  was  en- 
titled, under  the  treaty,  to  be  admitted  to  entry  as  goods  free  of 
dotj ;  but  if  the  timber  or  lumber  was  otherwise  manufactured 
than  by  rough  hewing  or  sawing,  whether  in  whole  or  in  part, 
the  product  of  such  rough-hewed  or  sawed  timber  or  lumber  be- 
came and  was  subject  to  duty,  as  provided  in  the  revenue  laws  of 
the  United  States  in  operation  at  the  time  the  same  was  imported. 
Regulations  upon  the  subject  were  promulgated  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  on  the  1st  of  February,  1857,  and  it  appears  that 
those  regulations  were  founded  upon  the  prior  practice  and  de- 
cisions of  that  department.  Articles  entitled  to  entry  free  of 
duty  are  first  enumerated  in  those  regulations,  and  then  follows 
a  schedule  of  articles  subject  to  duty  under  the  revenue  laws 
then  in  operation,  and  shingles,  shingle  bolts,  and  shingle  wood 
^  included  in  the  enumeration. 

Appended  to  that  schedule  is  a  general  regulation  upon  the 
■object,  which  provides  that  ^^  articles  of  wood  remain  liable  to 
dntf  under  the  existing  tariff,  if  manufactured  in  whole  or  in 
V^  by  planing,  shaving,  turning,  splitting,  or  riving,  or  by  any 
Process  of  manufacture  other  than  rough  hewing  or  sawing,"  and 
the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  the  United  Staiee  v.  Hathaway ^ 
^  Wall.  407,  held  that  that  regulation  was  ^^  a  sound  construction 
of  the"  stipulation  contained  in  the  treaty.  Round,  hewed,  and 
^wed  lumber  is  admitted  free  of  duty  if  otherwise  unmanufac- 
t^^  in  whole  or  in  part.    The  article,  say  the  court,  may  be 
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round,  hewed,  or  sawed,  but  if  it  has  undergone  the  process  o 
manufacture,  even  in  part,  it  is  taken  out  of  the  ftee  list.  Dnitei 
States  V.  Quimby,  4  Wall.  408. 

Debt,  it  is  insisted,  is  not  maintainable  for  a  penalty,  ba 
it  was  decided  otherwise  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  t.  An 
drewSj  and  the  court  adheres  to  the  opinion  given  in  that  case 
All  penalties  and  forfeitures  incurred  hj  force  of  the  act  undej 
consideration  may  be  sued  for,  recovered,  distributed,  and  ao 
counted  for  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act  entitled  *^  Ai 
Act  to  regulate  the  Collection  of  Duties  on  Imports  and  Ton 
nage."  3  Stat,  at  Large,  782,  §  6 ;  1  Stat,  at  Large,  695.  Pro 
vision  was  made  by  §  89  of  the  principal  Collection  Act,  tha 
all  penalties  accruing  by  virtue  of  that  act  should  be  suec 
for  and  recovered  with  costs  of  suit  in  the  name  of  the  Unitec 
States  in  any  court  competent  to  try  the  same ;  and  it  was  madi 
the  duty  of  the  collector  within  whose  district  the  seizure  shoulc 
be  made  or  forfeiture  incurred,  to  cause  suit  to  be  commencec 
for  the  same  without  delay  and  prosecuted  to  effect.  UhUec 
States  V.  Lymauj  1  Mas.  482 ;  United  States  v.  Bougher^  I 
McLean,  281;  Walsh  v.  UniUd  States,  8  Wood  &  M.,  841 
United  States  v.  Allen,  4  Day,  444;  Jacob  v.  United  States^ 
Brock,  620. 

Repeated  decisions  of  the  Federal  courts  show  that  debt  wm 
lie  to  recover  a  penalty,  as  provided  in  §  89  of  the  princi}>3 
Collection  Act,  and  that  the  same  form  of  action  is  an  appzr 
priate  remedy  to  recover  unpaid  duties  in  cases  where  goo< 
from  a  foreign  country  have  been  imported  without  their  paL. 
ment  and  ^  without  giving  security  as  provided  by  law.  A.' 
thorities  may  doubtless  be  cited  in  which  it  is  held  that  ind^l 
tatus  assumpsit  will  lie  for  duties,  but  it  is  well  settled  in  th 
court  that  debt  also  will  lie,  which  is  all  that  need  be  affirmed  i 
the  present  time.  United  States  v.  Lyman,  1  Mas.  482 ;  Unit€ 
States  V.  Rowland,  2  Cran.  C.  C.  608. 

Objections  to  the  form  of  the  remedy  are  clearly  not  wol 
founded,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  objections  to  the  joinde 
of  the  counts  must  also  be  overruled,  as  the  law  is  well  settled 
that  whenever  the  same  plea  may  be  pleaded  and  the  same  jud£ 
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ment  given  on  two  counts,  they  may  be  joined  in  the  same  dec- 
laration ;  and  the  fact  that  the  duties  are  to  be  paid  in  gold  is  not 
sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  that  rule  of 
pleading,  as  that  matter  is  regulated  by  statute.  Brown  y.  Dick- 
m,  1  Term,  276 ;  Cheang  Kee  v.  United  States,  3  Wall.  320 ; 
13  Stat,  at  Lai^,  494,  §  13 ;  12  Stat,  at  Large,  345. 

Recovery  both  for  the  duties  and  the  double  values,  it  is  sug- 
gested, cannot  be  had  in  the  same  case  where  the  owner  was  the 
importer,  but  it  is  not  perceived  that  the  objection  is  entitled  to 
any  weight,  and  the  defendants  do  not  refer  to  any  decided  cases 
which  give  it  any  support.  Import  duties  are  levied  by  act  of 
Congress,  and  when  the  goods  are  imported  without  paying  or 
acconnting  for  the  same,  the  action  against  the  importer  is 
founded  upon  a  statute  liability  which  becomes  complete  as  soon 
as  the  goods  are  illegally  imported.  Goods  illegally  imported 
we  forfeited  and  liable  to  seizure,  and  whoever  '*  receives,  con- 
ceals, or  buys  such  goods  shall,  on  conviction  thereof,  forfeit 
and  pay  a  sum  double  the  amount  or  value  of  the  goods." 
Owners,  it  is  said,  cannot  "  buy  "  their  own  goods,  but  they  may 
receive  or  conceal  goods  belonging  to  their  firm,  or  to  themselves 
w  individuals,  which  have  been  illegally  imported,  and  which 
are  forfeited  and  liable  to  seizure  and  condemnation.  Suits  to 
r^ver  double  values  are  founded  on  acts  wholly  distinct  from 
the  act  of  importation,  and  the  owner,  consignee,  or  agent  may 
^  liable  both  for  the  duties,  because  the  goods  were  imported 
^thout  their  payment  and  without  giving  security  for  the  same, 
^d  also  for  the  subsequent  reception  and  concealment  of  the 
**DJe,  so  that  they  cannot  be  seized  and  libelled  as  forfeited  for 
*  Wolation  of  the  revenue  laws.  Coimts  joined  for  such  distinct 
"Abilities  are  not  inconsistent,  because  they  are  founded  upon 
distinct  acts  of  the  defendants,  which  if  proved  render  them 
^ble  both  for  the  described  penalty  and  for  the  duties. 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  rulings  and  instructions  of  the 
^^Ttj  which  must  also  be  re-examined.  Prior  to  the  institution 
^f  the  suit,  the  district  judge  issued  a  search-warrant  under 
§  2  of  the  act  of  the  2d  of  March,  1867,  directed  to  the 
^^"^^i^hal,  requiring  him  to  enter,  in  the  daytime,  the  store  of 
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the  defendant's  firm  situated  in  Bangor,  and  there  to  search  for 
such  day-booksy  journals,  etc.  as  are  therein  described ;  and  the 
action  of  the  marshal  shows  that  he,  in  obedience  to  the  precept, 
entered  the  store,  in  the  daytime,  and  there  found,  took,  and 
carried  away  certain  books,  papers,  letters,  etc.,  as  therein  di- 
rected, and  that  he  ^^  brought  them  before  the  district  judge  as 
therein  directed." 

Account-books,  letters,  copies  of  letters,  and  other  documents 
so  seized  by  the  marshal  and  brought  before  the  district  judge, 
were  by  him  placed  in  the  custody  of  the  district  attorney  for  bis 
official  examination.  Such  account-books,  letters,  copies  of  let- 
ters, and  other  documents  being  i^o  in  the  custody  of  the  district 
attorney,  he  ofiered  the  same  in  evidence  as  tending  to  proTd 
that  the  plaintifib  were  entitled  to  recoTcr. 

Two  objections  were  taken  by  the  defendants,  at  the  trial,  to 
the  admissibility  of  the  books,  papers,  and  documents  as  oflferedL 
in  evidence :  — 

1.  That  the  court  was  not  authorized  to  issue  nor  the  marshal 
to  execute  the  warrant  in  question. 

2.  That  the  district  attorney  could  not,  if  objected  to  by  tlk 
defendants,  put  in  evidence  against  them  papers  from  his  o 
possession,  obtained  and  placed  there  by  force  of  the  warrant. 

Power  to  issue  such  a  warrant  is  vested  in  the  district  judj 
whenever  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  by  complaint  and  afBda 
to  his  satisfaction  that  any  fraud  on  the  revenue  has  been  co: 
mitted  by  any  person  interested  or  engaged  in  the  importatL 
or  entry  of  merchandise  at  any  port  within  such  district ; 
the  provision  is,  that  the  warrant  shall  be  directed  to  the  m 
requiring  him  to  enter  any  place  or  premises  where  any  i 
books,  or  papers  are  deposited  relating  to  the  merchandise 
respect  to  which  such  fraud  is  alleged  to  have  been  commitbe^ 
and  take  possession  of  such  books  and  papers  and  produce  tho 
before  the  said  judge.    14  Stat,  at  Large,  547,  §  2. 

Unreasonable  searches  and  seizures  are  forbidden  by  the  Oo' 
stitution,  and  the  act  of  Congress  provides  ^'  that  no  warrant  t-^*>r 
such  seizure  shall  be  issued  unless  the  complainant  shall  set  foi — ^ 
the  character  of  the  fraud  alleged,  the  nature  of  the  same, 


APRIL  TERM,  1S70.  298 

Stockwell  et  aL  v.  The  United  States. 

the  importations  in  respect  to  which  it  was  committed,  and  the 
papers  to  be  seized." 

Warrants  of  the  kind,  it  is  conceded,  may  be  authorized  by 
Congress,  to  search  for  articles  used  in  the  commission  of  crime, 
or  for  stolen  goods  where  the  crime  charged  is  within  Federal 
jorisdiction ;  but  it  is  insisted  that  warrants  for  search  and  seizure 
except  in  cases  of  alleged  crime,  are  not  allowed  by  existing  laws. 
Objection  is  also  taken  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  warrant  upon 
several  grounds:   first,  because  it  is  not  accompanied  by  any 
complaint  or  affidavit,  and  the  proposition  is  that  the  act  of  Con- 
gress makes  the  existence  of  a  complaint  of  the  described  char- 
Mter  essential  to  its  validity ;  second,  that  even  if  the  recitals 
in  the  warrant  may  dispense  with  the  production  of  the  com- 
plaint, still  the  recitals  in  that  behalf,  in  this  warrant,  are  not  suffi- 
cient, because  the  facts  recited  therein  do  not  amount  to  a  fraud ; 
third,  that  the  description  of  the  importations  in  respect  to  which 
&e  alleged  fraud  was  committed  is  bad  because  it  is  not  suffi- 
<^ieiitly  specific  and  definite.    Contradicted  as  the  ficst  proposi- 
tion is  by  the  express  language  of  the  section  under  which  the 
^arrant  in  this  case  was  issued,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  necessary 
to   give  the  proposition  any  very  extended  examination.    Full 
poorer  and  authority  were  given  to  collectors,  naval  officers,  and 
•Urveyors,  or  other  persons  specially  appointed  by  either  of  them 
'or  that  purpose,  by  the  act  of  the  81st  of  July,  1789,  to  enter 
^^y  ship  or  vessel,  in  certain  cases,  and  therein  to  search  for, 
^^ize,  and  secure  any  goods  subject  to  duty,  therein  concealed ; 
^^d  if  they  had  cause  to  suspect  a  concealment  thereof  in  any 
t^^^cular  dwelling-house,  store,  building,  or  other  place,  they  or 
^it^her  of  them  might,  upon  application  on  oath  to  any  justice  of 
^^e  peace,  be  entitled  to  a  warrant  to  enter  such  house,  store,  or 
otiher  place  (in  the  daytime  only),  and  there  to  search  for  such 
Soods,  and  if  any  were  found  to  seize  and  secure  the  same  for 
"tilal.    1  Stat,  at  Large,  48.    Revenue-officers  were  also  author- 
iased,  by  the  act  of  the  18th  of  August,  1798,  to  go  "  on  board  of 
^^7  ship  or  vessel, ....  and  the  same  to  inspect,  search,  and 
examine,"  and  if  it  appeared  that  any  breach  of  the  revenue 
laws  had  been  conmiitted  whereby  such  ship  or  vessel  or  the 
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goods  on  board  were  liable  to  forfeiture,  to  make  seizure  of  the 
same.     1  Stat,  at  Large,  815. 

Authority  to  secure  such  warrants  upon  proper  application, 
on  oath,  to  any  justice  of  the  peace,  and  to  make  such  searches 
and  seizures  as  was  conferred  by  the  first  Collection  Act,  was 
continued  by  the  act  of  the  4th  of  August,  1790,  as  appears 
by  §  48  of  that  act.  1  Stat,  at  Large,  170.  All  the  prior  laws 
passed  to  regulate  the  collection  of  duties  on  imports  and  ton- 
nage were  revised  on  the  2d  of  March,  1799,  and  some  of  the 
antecedent  regulations  were  essentially  modified ;  but  the  pro- 
vision which  authorized  collectors,  naval  officers,  and  survey- 
ors, and  such  other  persons  as  either  of  them  might  specially 
appoint,  to  procure  a  search-warrant  to  search  for,  seize,  and  se- 
cure for  trial  goods  subject  to  duty,  where  a  concealment  thereof 
was  suspected,  was  re-enacted  therein  in  the  same  words  in  which 
it  appears  in  the  two  prior  acts  of  Congress  upon  that  subject. 
1  Stat,  at  Large,  677.  District  judges  were  first  authorized  to 
issue  such  Qcarch-warrants  by  §  7  of  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March, 
1863,  but  they  were  required  by  that  act  to  direct  the  warrant 
to  the  collector  of  the  port  where  the  alleged  frauds  were  com- 
mitted. 12  Stat,  at  Large,  740.  Service  of  the  warrant  under 
that  act  was  to  be  made  by  the  collector  as  under  the  prior 
acts,  when  he  was  the  applicant  for  the  same,  but  the  act  under 
which  this  warrant  was  issued  provides  that  the  warrant  shall  be 
directed  to  the  marshal  of  the  district.  14  Stat,  at  Large,  545,  §  2. 
Search-warrants,  therefore,  if  in  due  form,  are  authorized  in  such 
cases  by  an  act  of  Congress,  on  the  condition  and  for  the  pur- 
poses specified  in  the  provisions  to  which  reference  has  been 
made.  Congress  may ''  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imports,  and 
excises,"  and  may  also ''  make  all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary 
and  proper  for  carrying  into  efiect "  that  express  grant  of  power. 

Experience  everywhere  shows  that  import  duties  cannot  be 
successfully  levied  and  collected  without  laws  establishing  regu- 
lations upon  the  subject,  requiring  their  payment  or  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  same,  at  the  time  the  goods  are  imported,  and 
before  they  are  unladen  and  delivered.  Regulations  only  are 
not  sufficient,  nor  are  prohibitions  merely,  but  both  must  be  en- 
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forced  by  legal  sanctions.    Important  regulations  upon  the  sub- 
ject were  adopted  hj  the  first  Congress  at  the  time  they  created 
and  organized  our  revenue  system,  and  provision  was  then  made 
for  punishing  their  violation  by  fine,  penalty,  and  forfeiture,  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  of  the  prohibited  act,  and  as  directed  in 
the  act  of  Congress.    Penalties  accruing  by  the  breach  of  the 
act,  were  to  be  sued  for  and  Recovered  with  costs  of  suit,  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States,  by  the  collector  of  the  district  where 
the  same  accrued,  unless  in  cases  of  penalty  relating  to  an 
officer  of  the  customs.    1  Stat,  at  Large,  47.    Power  to  pass 
such  laws  and  to  prescribe  the  form  of  the  proceeding  for  their 
enforcement,  whether  by  indictment,  information,  debt,  or  action 
on  the  case,  was  never  questioned,  and  any  argument  to  support 
the  right  of  Congress  to  pass  such  laws  would  seem  to  be  un- 
necessary, as  it  is  clear  they  are  requisite  and  proper  to  enable 
Congress  to  carry  into  efiect  the  express  grant  to  lay  and  col- 
lect taxes,  duties,  imports,  and  excises.     Warrants  to  search 
dwelling-houses,  stores,  buildings,  and  other  places  for  concealed 
goods  alleged  to  have  been  illegally  imported,  and  for  the  seizure 
of  the  goods  for  trial,  have  been  allowed  by  law  from  the  organi- 
lation  of  the  revenue  system  to  the  present  time,  and  it  is  not 
perceived  that  any  greater  objection  can  be  taken  to  a  warrant  to 
Mrch  for  books,  invoices,  and  other  papers  appertaining  to  an 
illegal  importation  than  to  one  authorizing  such  a  search  for  the 
imported  goods.     Such  warrants  might  be  procured,  until  within 
^  fecent  period,  upon  application  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
"*^  same  might  be  served  by  the  collector,  naval  officer;  or  sur- 
^Gyor,  by  whichsoever  the  application  was  made,  and  to  which 
^^  warrant  was  granted.    1  Stat,  at  Large,  43;  Ibid.  678. 
•^ouaes  occurred  under  those  laws,  and  Congress  wisely  repealed 
^  provisions  authorizing  justices  of  the  peace  to  grant  such 
^^^''^^nts,  and  vested  the  power  in  judges  of  the  District  Courts, 
^^  has  finally  provided  that  the  warrant  shall  be  directed  to  the 
"***^hal  of  the  district  for  service.     12  Stat,  at  Large,  740 ;  14 
^**t-  at  Large,  547. 

,  ^Vuurded  as  the  new  provision  is,  it  is  scarcely  possible  that  the 
^^^^^n  can  have  any  just  ground  of  complaint,  as  the  condition 
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precedent  to  the  granting  of  the  warrant  is  that  it  ahall  be  made 
to  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  iho  judge  of  the  District  Court  bj 
complaint  and  affidavit,  that  a  fraud  on  the  revenue  has  been 
committed  bj  some  person  or  persons  interested,  or  in  some  waj 
engaged  in  the  importation  or  entry  of  merchandise  at  some  port 
within  such  district.    His  act  in  granting  the  warrant  is  a  judicial 
act,  as  he  hears  the  applicant,  and  if  satisfied,  among  other 
things,  that  such  a  fraud  on  the  revenue  has  been  committed,  ho 
will  grant  the  warrant,  and  if  not  so  satisfied,  the  application 
will  be  refused.    Attempt  is  made  in  argument  to  limit  the 
power  to  authorize  such  warrants  to  criminal  cases,  but  the 
proposition  finds  no  support  in  the  acts  of  Congress,  nor  in  anj 
decision  of  the  Federal  courts.    Individuals  cannot  sue  oat  or 
employ  such  a  process  in  the  course  of  civil  proceedings,  or  for 
the  maintenance  of  a  mere  private  right,  and  where  the  judges 
of  insolvency  in  Massachusetts  were  empowered  by  an  act  of  the 
legislature  to  grant  search-warrants  on  the  application  of  tho 
assignees  to  search  for  the  property  and  books  of  the  debtor^ 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  held  that  the  act  was  unconsti— 
tutional  and  void,  as  the  process  was  to  be  used  ezdusiTely  ii:^ 
mere  civil  proceedings,  where  nothing  but  a  personal  claim  or  th^ 
right  to  prosecute  a  private  suit  was  involved.    JZo&mtcm  etalny^ 
Itiehardsany  18  Gray,  454.    Private  parties,  it  is  conceded,  ma; 
not  employ  the  writ  as  the  means  of  prosecuting  a  private  righl 
but  it  cannot  be  admitted  that  Congress,  in  providing  means 
prevent,  detect,  and  punish  fitiuds  upon  tiie  public  revenue, 
forbidden  to  authorize  the  use  of  such  a  process  merely 
the  penalty  imposed  on  the  person  violating  the  law  and 
trating  the  fraud,  may  be  recovered  otherwise  than  by  ii 

Debt  undoubtedly  is  the  proper  remedy  in  the  present  case ;  b^ 
Congress  may  enact  that  the  penalty  imposed  for  receiving, 
coaling,  or  purchasing  goods  illegally  imported  shall  be  recov< 
by  indictment  or  debt  at  the  election  of  the  prosecutor.    Sufi^ 
it  to  say,  that  the  acts  charged  in  the  declaration  were  unlawfi^ 
acts,  declared  to  be  such  for  the  prevention  of- fraud  and  for  tl&^ 
protection  of  the  public  revenue,  and  as  such  the  acts  chargo^ 
were  public  wrongs,  which  subjected  the  perpetrators  to  H^^ 
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penaltj  provided  by  law,  and  it  is  as  clearly  competent  for  Con- 
gress (o  authorize  the  district  judges  to  issue  a  warrant  in  such  a 
case  to  search  for  and  seize  the  invoices,  books,  and  papers  evi-^ 
deocing  such  a  fraud,  as  it  would  be  for  a  State  magistrate  to 
grant  a  warrant  to  search  for  and  seize  stolen  goods.    Much 
jealousy  existed  against  general  warrants  before  and  at  the  time 
the  Constitution  was  adopted,  and  the  fourth  amendment  pro- 
tides  that  ^^  no  warrants  shall  issue  but  upon  probable  cause, 
supported  by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the 
place  to  be  searched  and  the  person  or  things  to  be  seized  " ; 
bat  the  provision  affords  no  support  to  the  limitation  expressed 
io  the  proposition  of  the  defendants.    Entiek  v.  Carringtan^  2 
Wils.  275 ;  Gooley  on  Con.  299 ;  Sattford  v.  Nichols,  13  Mass. 
286;  Bostock  v.  Saunders  et  als.j  8  Wils.  434;  Same  Case,  19 
How.  St.   Tr.    1030;    Beg.  v.  Jfcw/y,  1   Car.  &  Kirw.   711. 
^rits  of  assistance,  also,  as  granted  by  the  courts  to  revenue- 
officers  in  the  last  century,  empowering  such  officers,  at  their 
discretion,  to  search  suspected  places  for  smuggled  goods,  were 
Justly  regarded  with  great  disfavor  as  fftcile  instruments  of  arbi- 
ti^  power ;  but  the  warrant  for  search  and  seizure  as  author- 
ed by  the  present  act  of  Congress  to  be  issued  by  the  district 
Judges,  is  not  properly  subject  to  any  of  the  objections  which  were 
^^de  to  those  unguarded  discretionary  licenses  to  subvert  the 
Principles  of  civil  liberty.    PaxUm^s  Casey  Quincy  R.  61 ;  Cooley 
on  Con.  801. 

Such  a  warrant  cannot  be  issued  imder  the  act  of  Congress 
^u^less  it  is  made  to  appear  by  complaint  and  affidavit  to  the 
B^tisfaction  of  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  that  a  fraud  on  the 
^Bvenue  has  been  committed,  nor  unless  ^'  the  complainants  shall 
fiet  forth  the  character  of  the  fraud  alleged  and  the  nature  of 
the  same,"  describing  also  the  importations  and  the  papers  to  be 
■Qized.  Search-warrants  for  any  purpose  are  doubtless  obnoxious 
to  very  serious  objections,  and  it  is  necessary  in  every  case  that 
the  warrant  shall  particularly  specify  the  place  to  be  searched 
^^i  the  person  or  object  to  be  seized,  as  it  is  clear  that  general 
^^^muits  are  forbidden  by  the  fourth  amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion   Judges  of  the  District  Courts  have  no  authority  to  issue 
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such  warrants  unless  they  are  directed  to  the  marshal  of  the  dis- 
trict, and  the  law  requires  that  the  warrant  shall  describe  the  in- 
^voices,  books,  or  papers  for  which  the  search  is  to  be  made,  and 
the  place  or  premises  where  they  are  deposited,  and  the  direction 
to  the  marshal  must  be  to  enter  the  described  place  or  premises 
where  the  invoices,  books,  or  papers  are  deposited,  and  to  take 
possession  of  the  same  and  produce  them  before  the  said  judge. 
When  the  warrant  is  so  framed  as  to  constitute  a  compliance 
with  the  conditions  expressed  in  that  section  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  may  be  properly  issued 
by  the  district  judge  and  that  it  may  lawfully  be  served  by  the 
marshal  of  the  district. 

Certain  formal  objections  are  also  taken  to  the  warrant,  which 
will  be  briefly  considered.  1.  When  the  account-books,  letters, 
and  documents  were  offered  in  evidence,  the  defendants  objected 
to  their  admissibility  because  they  were  obtained  from  their  pos- 
session  by  force  of  the  search-warrant  exhibited  in  the  record, 
and  it  is  insisted  in  argument  that  the  ruling  of  the  district 
judge  in  admitting  them  in  evidence  was  erroneous,  because 
the  warrant  is  not  accompanied  by  any  complaint  or  affidavit; 
but  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  introduction  of  the  com- 
plaint and  affidavit  is  not  necessary  in  a  case  where  they  are 
referred  to  in  the  warrant,  and  it  appears  by  the  recitals  of  the 
same  that  it  was  shown  by  complaint  and  affidavit  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  district  judge  that  the  alleged  frauds  on  the  reve- 
nue had  been  committed  as  therein  set  forth. 

Objection  is  also  made  to  the  warrant  that  the  alleged  frauds 
are  not  therein  described  with  sufficient  particularity;  but  the 
court  is  of  a  different  opinion,  as  it  clearly  appears  from  the 
recitals  of  the  warrant  that  the  defendants  at  the  times  therein 
alleged  did  commit  frauds  on  the  revenue  by  importing  large 
quantities  of  shingles  subject  by  law  to  duty,  into  the  port  of 
Bangor  and  other  ports  in  that  district  without  paying  or  ac- 
counting for  the  duties.  In  argument,  the  defendants  allege 
that  the  acts  charged,  as  described  in  the  warrant,  do  not  amount 
to  a  fraud  because  the  shingles  imported  were  the  ^'growth  and 
manufacture  "  of  the  adjacent  Provinces,  and  they  insist  that  such 
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shingles  were  not  by  law  subject  to  dutj ;  but  the  court  is  not 
able  to  sustain  that  theory  for  the  reasons  already  explained, 
and  the  objection  must  be  overruled. 

They  also  insist  that  the  importations  were  not  described 
in  the  warrant  with  sufficient  cei-tainty ;  but  they  are  described  as 
shingles,  and  as  shingles  are  enumerated  in  the  treasury  regula- 
tions as  an  article  subject  to  duty  under  the  Reciprocity  Treaty, 
and  as  it  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  they  are  manu- 
factured of  wood,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  description 
is  sufficient.  Although  the  warrant  is  not  defective  in  either  of 
the  particulars  mentioned,  still  it  do^s  not  allege  that  the  district 
judge  became  satisfied  by  complaint  as  well  as  by  affidavit  that 
the  alleged  frauds  on  the  revenue  had  been  committed,  and  in 
that  respect  it  fails  to  comply  with  the  act  of  Congress.  Sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  conditions  specified  in  the  section 
conferring  the  power  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  warrant, 
but  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  defect  will  not  avail  the 
defendants  in  this  case  for  two  reasons :  first,  because  they  did 
not  except  at  the  trial  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  admitting  the 
hooks,  letters,  and  documents  in  evidence,  upon  that  ground ; 
8^nd,  because  the  books,  letters,  and  documents  were  properly 
fitted  in  evidence,  even  if  the  search-warrant  was  illegal. 

Exceptions  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  evidence 
should  be  sufficiently  specific  to  enable  the  court  to  understand 
^0  precise  grounds  of  the  objections  to  its  admissibility,  and 
iwless  they  are  so  they  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  proper  founda- 
tions for  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  the  judgment.  Evidence  may 
he  inadmissible  because  it  is  immaterial,  or  because  it  is  second- 
^  in  its  nature,  or  because  better  evidence  exists,  or  because  it 
IB  defective  in  some  legal  requirement,  or  because  it  is  oral  and 
not  in  writing,  or  because  it  is  ofiered  to  vary  or  contradict  what 
IB  m  writing,  and  in  some  cases  because  it  was  improperly  ob- 
^ed ;  but  whenever  objections  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence 
^f^  special  in  their  nature  and  not  apparent,  they  should  be  spe- 
cifically stated,  that  the  opposite  party  may  be  apprised  of  their 
'^  character  and  that  the  presiding  justice  may  not  be  led  into 
«^r.    Eatvey  v.  Tyler^  2  Wall.  328 ;  Rogers  v.  MarsIuUl,  1  Wall. 
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644.  Appellate  courts  are  necessarily  confined  to  the  record, 
and  all  that  appears  in  this  case  is,  that  the  defendants,  when 
the  books,  letters,  and  documents  were  offered  in  evidence, 
objected  that  the  court  was  not  authorized  to  issue,  nor  the  mar- 
shal to  serve,  the  warrant  in  question,  and  that  the  district  attoiw 
ney  could  not  put  the  papers  in  evidence,  as  they  had  been  ob- 
tained and  placed  in  his  possession  by  that  warrant.  AuthcHity 
to  issue  the  warrant  was  by  law  vested  in  the  district  judge,  and 
inasmuch  as  the  judge  in  issuing  it  exercised  a  judicial  discretion, 
no  doubt  is  entertained  that  the  warrant,  though  defective  in  form, 
was  sufficient  for  the  protection  of  the  marshal.  Suppose,  how- 
ever, that  the  exception  is  sufficient,  and  that  the  search-warrant 
was  illegal,  still  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  books,  letters, 
and  documents  were  properly  admitted  in  evidence,  as  they  were 
pertinent  to  the  issue  and  were  offered  in  evidence  in  the  same 
condition  in  which  they  were  when  they  came  from  the  posses- 
sion of  the  defendants  without  mutilation  or  alteration.  Cam.  v. 
Dana,  2  Met.  329 ;  Legatt  v.  ToUervey^  14  East.  802 ;  Jordan  ^ 
LewiBy  14  East.  806  note. 

Lottery  tickets,  in  the  case  first  mentioned,  had  been  seized 
under  a  search-warrant,  and  the  person  in  whose  possession 
they  were  found  had  been  indicted  as  having  them  in  his 
possession  with  intent  to  sell  the  same  in  violation  of  law. 
Service  was  made,  and  the  accused  went  to  trial,  and  the  prose- 
cuting officer  offered  the  lottery  tickets  as  evidence,  and  they 
were  olgected  to  as  inadmissible  by  the  defendant,  as  having  been 
improperly  obtained  by  the  use  of  an  illegal  search-warrant ;  but 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  held  that  where  papers  are 
offered  in  evidence  the  court  can  take  no  notice  how  they  were 
obtained,  whether  lawfully  or  unlawfully,  nor  will  the  court  form 
a  collateral  issue  to  determine  that  question.  Judge  Story  laid 
down  the  same  rule  twenty  years  before  in  the  case  of  Thi 
Eugenie,  2  Mas.  441,  and  the  rule  there  established  has  never 
been  questioned  in  this  Circuit.  Illustration  to  show  what  is 
meant  may  be  drawn  from  the  rules  applied  to  confessions  in 
criminal  cases.  Confessions  obtained  by  threats  or  promises  are 
never  admitted  in  evidence  against  the  accused,  but  if  he  at  the 
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same  time  exhibits  the  implements  with  which  he  committed  the 
crime,  or  the  stolen  goods,  or  in  case  of  murder  if  the  accused 
exhibits  the  money  or  the  effects  of  the  deceased,  they  are  admis- 
sible, because,  being  facts,  they  cannot  be  changed  by  the  threats 
or  promises.  King  v.  Warrickshally  1  Leach  Cr.  Cas.  268 ;  Com. 
T.  Kiapp,  9  Pick.  511 ;  1  Oreenl.  Ey.  §§281,  282.  Although  a 
confession  obtained  by  means  of  promises  or  threats  cannot  be 
receired,  yet  if  in  consequence  of  that  confession  certain  facts 
tending  to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  are  made  known, 
efidence  of  those  facts  may  be  received.  Ros.  Crim.  Ev.  61 ;  1 
Phil.  E7.  (ed.  1869)  524.  Viewed  in  either  light,  the  objection 
is  not  well  founded  and  must  be  overruled. 

The  next  objection  is,  that  the  district  judge  could  not  put  the 
papers  so  seized  and  brought  before  him  into  the  possession  of 
the  district  attorney  to  be  used  as  evidence  in  the  case ;  but  the 
court  is  of  a  different  opinion,  as  the  very  object  of  the  search  is 
to  ascertain  whether  there  are  such  papers  deposited  in  the  de- 
scribed place  or  premises,  and  if  so  that  they  may  be  seized  and 
"produced  before  the  said  judge."  Papers  so  seized  are  declared 
bfthe  act  of  Congress  to  be  ^^  subject  to  the  order  of  said  judge,'' 
bat  he  must  allow  the  examination  of  the  same  by  the  Collector 
of  Customs  or  by  any  officer  duly  authorized  by  the  collector 
^  that  purpose.  Invoices,  books,  or  papers  so  seized  may  be 
'Btained  by  said  judge  as  long  as  in  his  opinion  the  retention 
thereof  is  necessary,  and  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that 
lAToices,  books,  or  papers  so  seized,  like  the  implements  of  crime 
or  stolen  goods  seized  on  search-warrants,  may  in  a  proper  case 
^  given  in  evidence  against  the  offender  and  perpetrator  of  the 
^d.  Cam.  V.  Dana^  2  Met.  829.  Suits  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States  are  instituted  in  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts  by 
^  district  attorneys,  and  while  pending  there  such  suits  are 
<^&trolled  by  those  officers  under  the  instructions  of  the  Attor- 
I^V-Qeneral.  They  are  the  proper  officers  to  institute  proceed- 
^P  to  recover  such  penalties  as  those  incurred  in  this  case,  and 
vhen  such  a  suit  is  pending  and  comes  on  for  trial,  the  district 
^niey  may  well  claim  the  right  to  use  all  legal  evidence  at 
^^mmand,  whether  the  same  is  in  the  archives  of  the  government 
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or  on  file  in  the  court.  Confiscation  Cases,  7  Wall.  466.  The 
fendants  also  object  that  the  books,  letters,  and  documents  v 
not  by  themselves  legal  testimony,  but  the  decisive  answer  to 
objection  is,  that  the  burden  to  show  error  is  upon  the  party  a] 
ing  it,  and  inasmuch  as  the  books,  papers,  and  documents  in  q 
tion  are  not  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  nor  in  any 
made  a  part  of  it,  the  presumption  is  that  the  ruling  was  coi 
and  the  point  is  not  open  for  re-examination.  Before  the  i 
the  deposition  of  Thomas  Dowling  was  taken  by  the  United  St 
under  a  commission,  and  when  it  was  ofiered  in  evidence 
defendants  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  the  same,  because 
they  alleged,  the  return  does  not  show  that  the  commission 
duly  executed.  They  took  three  objections  to  the  sufficienc; 
the  return :  1.  That  it  docs  not  appear  by  it  that  the  magisti 
himself  examined  the  defendant.  2.  That  it  does  not  appeal 
it  that  he  reduced,  or  caused  to  be  reduced,  to  writing  the  de 
nent's  answer.  3.  That  it  does  not  appear  by  it  that  he  redui 
the  answers  of  the  deponent  to  writing,  or  caused  them  to  be 
reduced  in  his  presence.  These  objections  were  overruled,  i 
the  deposition  was  admitted  subject  to  exceptions. 

Erroneous  in  fact  as  the  first  objection  is,  it  is  only  necess 
to  refer  to  the  statement  made  in  the  return  for  its  correcti 
where  it  is  stated  that  ^^  an  examination  on  oath  of  the  depon 
was  had  and  taken  before  me,"  which  certainly  is  a  substan 
compliance  with  the  directions  of  the  commission.  Interrogate] 
and  cross-interrogatories  accompanied  the  commission,  and 
return  is,  that  "  the  following  are  the  answers  "  of  the  depon 
given  to  the  several  interrogatories  and  cross-interrogatories  tbi 
to  annexed,  and  in  conclusion  the  return  states  '^  that  the  sig 
tures  of  the  deponent  affixed  to  this  deposition  are  in  his  ha 
writing  and  made  in  my  presence."  Depositions  de  bene 
may  be  reduced  to  writing  by  the  deponent  as  well  as  by 
magistrate,  and  the  court  is  not  induced  to  give  the  conmiifi 
in  the  case  a  construction  which  would  prohibit  the  magisti 
from  granting  that  privilege  to  the  deponent  if  exercised  in 
presence.  1  Stat,  at  Large,  89.  Directed  as  the  magistJ 
was  to  permit  no  person  other  than  a  clerk  to  be  present  dm 
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the  examination,  except  the  deponent  and  himself,  and  as  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  clerk  was  appointed  by  the  magistrate,  the 
presumption  is  that  no  other  person  than  the  deponent  and  the 
magistrate  was  present  at  the  examination ;  and,  if  not,  then  it 
must  be  presumed  that  the  answers  were  reduced  to  writing 
eidier  by  the  deponent  or  magistrate,  and,  if  by  either,  then  it  is 
clear  that  the  second  objection  cannot  be  sustained.  Answers 
were  given  by  the  deponent  to  the  several  interrogatories  and 
cross-interrogatories  annexed  to  the  commission  in  an  examina- 
tioD,  on  oath,  before  the  magistrate,  and  the  return  states  that 
the  signatures  affixed  to  the  deposition  are  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  deponent,  and  that  they  were  made  in  the  presence  of  the 
magistrate,  which  is  all  that  need  be  said  in  reply  to  the  third 
objection.  Examination  of  the  exceptions  to  the  instructions  of 
the  court  must  also  be  made,  which  involves  the  necessity  of 
fiirther  reference  to  the  facts  in  the  case  as  reported. 

By  the  bill  of  exceptions  it  appears  that  the  firm  of  D.  R.  Stock- 
well  &  Co.,  consisting  of  Davis  R.  Stockwell,  John  S.  Cutler,  and 
George  S.  Chalmers,  who  was  not  sued,  had  long  been  engaged 
at  Bangor  in  the  lumber  business ;  that  the  senior  partner  in 
1863  proposed  to  the  partners  that  the  firm  should  engage  with 
lieeman  Stockwell  in  the  shingle  business,  in  which  he  had  large 
experience,  and  the  arrangement  as  proposed  was  accepted  to 
the  effect  that  Leeman  should  transact  the  business  in  the  name 
of  the  firm,  and  give  it  his  entire  attention  ;  that  the  firm  should 
fornish  the  capital,  and  that  the  profits  or  loss  should  be  divided, 
one  half  to  the  person  transacting  the  business,  and  the  other 
J^alf  to  the  firm,  which  furnished  the  capital.  Pursuant  to  that 
arrangement,  Leeman  Stockwell  engaged  in  the  business  during 
the  years  1863  and  1864,  collecting  and  buying  shingles  on  the 
St.  John's  River,  and  in  forwarding  the  same  to  Bangor,  con- 
^ed  to  the  firm  of  the  defendants ;  and  the  bill  of  exceptions 
^  shows  that  a  separate  account  of  the  business  was  kept  by 
^^  firm,  and  that  the  account  at  the  end  of  each  year  was  closed 
hy  the  division  of  the  profits  as  agreed  in  the  arrangement. 
*'^dence  was  introduced  by  the  plaintifis  tending  to  show  that 
"*c  shingles  in  question  were  the  growth  and  produce  of  the 
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adjacent  Province,  and  that  the  defendants  had  actual  knowl- 
edge that  such  was  the  fact.  Opposing  testimony  was  introduced 
by  the  defendants,  but  the  jury  returned  their  verdict  in  fjEtror  of 
the  plaintifis.  During  the  period  the  active  partner  in  the  busi- 
ness employed  an  agent,  and  when  the  cargoes  came  to  Bangor 
they  were  reported  at  the  Custom  House  with  the  manifest  and 
foreign  clearance,  together  with  the  certificate  of  the  agent  and 
two  merchants,  or  the  affidavit  of  the  agent,  to  their  American 
origin ;  and  the  collector  required  no  duties  on  the  cargoes,  and 
no  entries  were  made,  nor  were  any  invoices  or  bills  of  lading 
produced  to  the  collector.  They  were  openly  in  the  possession  of 
the  firm  without  any  attempt  at  concealment,  were  throughout,  in 
£Etct  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  treated  by  all  parties  as  not 
being  subject  to  duty.  Whether  the  witnesses  were  entitled  to 
credit  or  not  was  left  to  the  jury,  but,  taking  the  arrangement  to 
have  been  as  described  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  the  jury  was 
instructed  that  if  Leeman  Stockwell  in  the  conduct  and  manage- 
ment of  the  business  so  intrusted  to  him,  and  in  the  course  of  the 
business,  and  for  the  common  and  joint  benefit  of  himself  and 
that  firm,  went  into  New  Brunswick,  and  there  knowingly  pur- 
chased and  received,  on  their  joint  account,  shaved  shingles,  the 
growth  and  produce  of  that  Province,  and  that  he  afterwards,  by 
himself  or  his  agents,  knowingly  sent  such  shingles  to  his  copart- 
ners at  Bangor,  fraudulently  documenting  them  as  the  growth  and 
produce  of  Maine,  so  that  the  shingles  in  the  regular  course  of 
business  should  thereby  be,  and  were,  admitted  and  received 
into  the  United  States  by  the  defendants  as  the  growth  of  Maine, 
the  shingles  so  imported  were  illegally  imported,  and  were  liable 
to  seizure ;  and  that  the  defendants,  being  his  partners,  were  in 
this  action  chargeable  with  and  bound  by  the  knowledge  which  he 
possessed,  if  he  did  possess  it,  that  the  shingles  were  the  growth 
and  produce  of  that  Province,  and  as  such  were  liable  to  duty, 
and  that  the  shingles  were  liable  to  seizure  because  they  were 
illegally  imported. 

They  were  also  told  that  the  action  being  a  civil  action,  and 
not  a  criminal  prosecution,  the  knowledge  of  one  of  the  firm 
touching  the  matters  involved  in  this  suit  is  to  be  deemed  the 
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knowledge  of  all  the  defendants,  his  copartnerB,  in  the  shingle 
hnsiness.    That  if  Leeman  Stockwell  as  a  member  of  the  firm, 
being  so  engaged  in  the  shingle  business,  at  the  time  of  the  im- 
portation and  reception  of  the  shingles  at  Bangor,  knew  that  they 
irere  Province  shingles,  subject  to  duty  and  liable  to  seizure,  and 
that  they  were  illegally  imported,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  gov- 
enunent  to  prove  that  the  several  defendants  personally  had  ac- 
tual knowledge  of  those  facts  which  were  then  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  their  partner  who  transacted  the  business. 

That  if  with  that  knowledge  so  possessed  by  Leeman  Stock- 
veil,  that  the  shingles  were  illegally  imported  and  liable  to  seiz- 
ure, the  defendants  in  the  usual  course  of  the  business  received 
the  shingles  at  Bangor  and  they  were  disposed  of  by  them,  and 
the  profits  were  divided  agreeably  to  the  arrangement,  the  jury 
vere  authorized  to  find  that  the  defendants,  being  partners  of  the 
said  Leeman,  received  the  shingles,  knowing  that  the  same  were 
illegally  imported  and  that  they  were  liable  to  seizure.  Remarks 
hejond  those  already  made  to  show  that  the  shingles  were  ille- 
gftUj  imported  and  liable  to  seizure  are  unnecessary,  as  that  has 
been  made  to  appear  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the  court,  nor  is 
H  worth  while  to  occupy  much  time  in  proving  that  the  firm  of 
the  defendants  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  arrangement  was  a  part- 
ner with  Leeman  Stockwell  in  the  shingle  business,  as  that  is  con- 
^^iti,  by  the  defendants  in  their  printed  argument.    Partnership 

• 

18  Tuoally  defined  to  be  a  voluntary  contract  between  two  or  more 

^^mpetent  persons  to  place  their  money,  effects,  labor,  and  skill, 

Of  Bome  one  or  all  of  them,  in  lawful  commerce  or  business,  with 

the  understanding  that  there  shall  be  a  communion  of  the  profits 

^tween  the  respective  parties.    Actual  participation  in  the  profits 

M  principal  is,  in  general,  sufficient  to  create  a  partnership,  as 

|>Qtween  the  parties  and  third  persons,  but  the  express  agreement 

Ui  this  case  was  that  the  defendants  should  participate  both  in 

^Q  profits  and  loss,  and  as  they  furnished  the  capital  and  have 

'^ttled  the  accounts  and  carried  the  agreement  into  full  efiect, 

^Q  nature  of  this  transaction  is  placed  beyond  doubt.     Berthold 

^  al.  V.  Goldiinithj  24  How.  641 ;  Denny  et  al.  v.  Cabot  et  oZ.,  6 

Met.  90. 
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Argument  to  show  that  Leemau  Stockwell  had  knowledge  of 
the  alleged  frauds  is  quite  unnecessary,  as  it  appears  that  he 
made  the  purchases,  shipped  the  shingles,  gave  or  procured  the 
affidavits  and  certificates  containing  the  false  statements,  which 
deceived  the  revenue  officers  and  induced  them  to  allow  the 
shingles  to  be  unladen  and  delivered  without  entry  or  permit, 
and  without  paying  or  accounting  for  the  duties.  Such  being  the 
state  of  the  case,  nothing  remains  for  re-examination  except  to 
inquire  and  determine  whether  the  defendants  are  chargeable 
with  the  knowledge  possessed  by  their  partner  and  agent  who 
transacted  the  business. 

All  the  shingles  were  consigned  to  them  under  the  arrange- 
ment, and  they  made  the  sales,  received  the  purchase-money,  and 
when  the  accounts  were  adjusted,  one  half  of  the  amount  was  paid 
over  to  the  perpetrator  of  the  frauds  and  the  other  half  was  ab- 
sorbed in  their  general  business.  Torts  may  arise  in  the  course 
of  the  business  of  the  partnership,  says  Judge  Story,  for  which 
all  the  members  of  the  firm  will  be  liable,  although  the  act 
may  not  in  fact  have  been  assented  to  by  all  the  partners.  Thus, 
for  example,  if  one  of  the  partners  should  commit  a  fraud  in  the 
course  of  the  partnership  business,  all  the  partners  may  be  liable 
therefor,  although  they  may  not  all  have  been  concerned  in  the 
fraudulent  act.  Castle  et  al,  v.  Bullardy  23  How.  188.  Story 
on  Part.  §  165;  Collier  on  Part.  §§  445,  447.  When  one 
assuming  to  be  an  agent  had  committed  a  fraud  in  a  sale,  it  was 
held,  in  Taylor  v.  Oreen^  8  Car.  &  P.  316,  that  the  mere  adop- 
tion of  the.  sale  and  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  the  person  for 
whom  the  sale  was  made  rendered  him  liable  for  the  fraud. 

Decided  cases  of  like  import  are  quite  numerous,  and  some  of 
them  were  made  at  a  very  early  period.  Attorney-General  v. 
Stannyforih  et  al,  Bunbury  R.  97.  Treble  value  of  goods  was  re- 
coverable at  that  tinxe  if  the  goods  were  imported,  knowing  that 
the  duties  had  not  been  paid,  and  yet  the  court  held,  in  the  case 
of  Attorney- General  v.  Barges^  Bunbury  R.  228,  that  if  several 
persons  were  concerned,  either  as  partners  or  otherwise,  the  Crown 
might  proceed  against  any  one  of  them  for  the  whole  penalty,  it 
being  in  the  nature  of  a  tort,  and  not  a  contract,  and  that  there  wi 
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no  necessity  to  prove  that  the  goods  actually  went  into  the  hands 
of  the  party  sued,  that  it  was  sufficient  if  they  came  into  his  power 
or  into  the  custody  of  his  agent  or  of  any  person  by  his  direction. 
Partners  constitute,  as  such,  but  one  person  in  law,  and  the  act 
of  one  in  the  business  which  constitutes  the  subject-matter  of  the 
partnership  is  civiliter  the  act  of  all.    McFarland  v.  Crary^  8  Cow. 
258 ;  Peck  et  al.  v.  JMer,  7  Cush.  386  ;  Story  on  Agency,  §  452 ; 
Smith  on  M.  &  S.  151 ;  Doe  y.  Martin^  4  Term.  66.     Most  of 
these  cases  rest  upon  the  doctrine,  which  is  clearly  applicable  in 
this  case,  that  it  does  not  lie  with  one  to  claim  property  or  the 
avails  of  it  through  the  fraudulent  act  of  another  without  being 
aflfected  by  that  act,  especially  if  he  was  his  partner,  the  same  as 
if  it  were  his  own,  and  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  de- 
fendants, inasmuch  as  they  have  received  the  fruits  of  the  fraud, 
Afe  liable  to  the  penalties  annexed  to  their  commission.    Olmsted 
▼.  Sotailinffj  1  Hill,  318 ;  Stockton  v.  Frej/j  4  Gill.  406.     Partners 
w  liable  in  solido  for  the  tort  of  one  of  their  number,  if  that 
b)rt  were  committed  by  him  as  partner,  and  in  the  course  of 
^0  partnership  business.     Lock  y.  Steams^  1  Met.  560;  Nci- 
^f^nal  Exchange  Co.  y.   Drew,  82  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  1.    Recent 
decisions  in  England  have   adopted  these  principles  in  their 
^dest  extent,  and  applied  them  in  reyenue  cases.    Attomei/- 
(General  y.  Hiddlcy  2  Cromp.  &  Jer.  493;   Attorney' Oeneral  y. 
Siddofij  1  Cromp.  &  Jer.  220.    Examined  in  any  point  of  yiew, 
it  is  clear  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment 
18  affirmed  with  costs. 
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The  United  States  v.  Sixtt-foub  Babbels  of  Distilled  Spibits, 

John  E.  Gassidt,  Claimant 

A  purchaser  of  distilled  spirits,  ignorant  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  that  the  spirits  had 
been  fraudnlcntly  removed  from  a  bonded  warehouse,  or  that  the  tax  imposed  thereon 
had  not  been  paid,  acquires  his  title  only  by  such  purchase,  and  if  the  property  in  the 
spirits  claimed  by  the  vendor  had  been  absolutely  forfeited  to  the  United  States  before 
the  sale,  then  the  vendee  can  acquire  no  title;  but  where  the  verdict  of  the  jury  had 
established  the  fact  of  the  innocence  of  the  purchaser  and  claimant,  the  question  b 
whether  the  goods  had  been  forfeited  to  the  United  States  before  the  contract  of  sale. 
The  liability  of  the  goods  to  forfeiture  in  such  case  must  be  deduced  from  the  acts  of  the 
first  owner  and  seller  alone. 

Forfeitures  made  absolute  by  statute  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  commisskm  of  the 
wrongful  acts  prohibited  by  statute,  and  the  title  vests  immediately  in  the  government 
on  the  commission  of  the  wrongful  acts. 

But  where  there  is  more  than  one  remedy  provided  by  statute,  and  the  gOTemment  has  an 
election  to  proceed  for  the  forfeiture  or  in  some  other  way  not  involving  a  forfeiture,  the 
title  to  the  property  does  not  Vest  in  the  United  States  prior  to  the  seizure  or  perform* 
ance  of  some  act  which  amounts  to  such  election. 

Congress  has  the  power  to  decide  in  what  event  a  divestiture  of  title  shall  take  place,  and 
where  the  act  declares  without  any  election  of  remedies  that  forfeiture  shall  take  place 
upon  the  commission  of  the  vrrongful  act,  the  court  must  carry  the  provision  into  effect, 
even  against  innocent  purchasers,  where  the  title  is  consummated  by  seizure,  suit,  Jud^ ' 
ment,  and  condemnation. 

Where  the  language  is  doubtful,  resort  must  be  had  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  construction, 
and  the  rules  of  the  common  law  applicable  to  the  subject  of  forfeiture. 

The  title  of  the  wrong-doer  remainn  unaffected  by  his  wrongful  acts  until  suit,  seizure, 
and  judgment  or  decree,  but  where  the  act  of  Congress  so  provides,  and  there  is  no  elec- 
tion of  remedies,  the  judgment  or  decree  divests  his  title  from  the  date  of  the  wrongful 
acts. 

§  46  of  the  act  of  July  18, 1866,  provides  that  "all  distilled  spirits  found  elsewhere  than  in 
a  bonded  warehouse,  not  having  been  removed  from  such  warehouse  according  to  law, 
and  the  tax  impoeed  by  law  on  the  same  not  having  been  paid,  shall  be  forfeited  to  the 
United  States,  or  may  immediately  upon  discovery  be  seized,  and  after  the  assessment 
of  the  tax  thereon  be  sold  by  the  collector  for  the  tax  and  expenses  of  seizure  and  sale. 
Beldt  that  under  this  statute  the  judgment  or  decree  only  relates  back  to  the  date  of  thi 
seizure,  and  does  not  overreach  the  title  of  an  innocent  purchaser  acquired  subsequent 
to  the  date  of  the  wrongful  acts  and  before  the  seizure. 
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Provision  is  made  by  §  45  of  the  act  of  July  13, 1866,  that  ' 
*<  all  distilled  spirits  found  elsewhere  than  in  a  bonded  ware- 
house, not  having  been  removed  from  such  warehouse  according 
to  law,  and  the  tax  imposed  by  law  on  the  same  not  having  been 
paid,  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  or  may  immediately 
upon  discovery  be  seized,  and  after  the  assessment  of  the  tax 
thereon  be  sold  by  the  collector  for  the  tax  and  expenses  of  seiz- 
ure and  sale."  14  Stat,  at  Large,  163.  Pursuant  to  that  enact- 
ment, the  libellant  alleged,  in  the  first  count  of.  the  information, 
that  the  internal-revenue  collector  for  the  third  collection  dis- 
trict in  this  State  on  April  26, 1867,  did,  at  Boston,  in  this  judi- 
cial district,  seize  on  land,  as  forfeited  to  the  United  States, 
sixty-four  barrels  of  distilled  spirits  found  on  the  28th  of  April 
in  the  same  year  in  a  certain  store  and  building  therein  de- 
scribed. And  the  libellant  further  alleged  that  the  goods  so 
seized  were  distilled  spirits ;  that  they  had  been  manufactured  in 
^e  United  States  since  January  1, 1865 ;  that  an  intemal-revqnue 
was,  and  since  the  goods  were  so  manufactured  had  been,  by 
imposed  on  the  same ;  that  the  goods  so  seized  in  the  store 
building  aforesaid  were  found  elsewhere  than  in  a  bonded 
^^^i*ehouse ;  that  they  had  not  been  removed  from  any  bonded 
liouse  according  to  law ;  and  that  the  tax  so  imposed  by  law 
tiie  same  had  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  of  the  same,  when 
**^^  goods  were  so  found  and  seized. 

ro  other  counts  were  also  contained  in  the  information,  found- 
on  another  provision  enacted  by  Congress.  14  Stat,  at  Large, 
;  13  Stat,  at  Large,  240.  This  provision  reads  as  follows : 
^*^^t  goods  on  which  taxes  are  imposed  by  law  if  "  found  in  the 
(sion  or  custody  or  within  the  control  of  any  person  or  per- 
for  the  purpose  of  being  sold  or  removed  by  such  person  or 
ms  in  fraud  of  the  internal-revenue  laws,  or  with  [the]  de- 
to  avoid  [the]  payment  of  said  taxes,  may  be  seized  by  the 
^^Uector,  ....  and  the  same  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  United 
^^^tes."  When  the  information  was  filed  it  contained  four  coimts, 
^^t:  the  fourth  was  discontinued,  and  a  new  one  was  filed  in  its 
Pl^^^e  by  leave  of  court,  which  was  the  fourth  coimt  in  the  series 
at  present  numbered. 
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Omitting  unimportant  words,  the  last  three  counts  alleged  in 
substance  and  effect,  that  the  goods  in  question  were  distilled 
spirits  manufactured  in  the  United  States ;  that  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid  they  were  found  by  the  said  collector  in  the  store 
and  building  aforesaid ;  that  the  goods  were  then  and  there  within 
the  control  of  the  claimant  for  the  purpose  then  and  there  enter- 
tained by  him,  of  being  sold  and  removed  in  fraud  of  the  intemal- 
revenue  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  with  the  design  of  avoid- 
ing the  payment  of  the  taxes  imposed  on  the  same,  which  then 
and  there  remained  due  and  wholly  unpaid. 

Monition  was  duly  issued  and  served,  and  the  claimant  ap- 
peared, and  alleged,  in  due  form,  that  he,  at  the  time  of  the  seiz- 
ure, was  and  still  was  the  lawful  and  sole  owner  and  proprietor 
of  the  goods  seized,  of  which  he  offered  due  proof.  Two  pleas 
were  subsequently  pleaded  by  the  claimant:  1.  That  the  goods 
in  question  did  not,  nor  did  any  part  thereof,  become  forfeited  to 
the  United  States  in  manner  and  form  as  in  said  information  was 
alleged.  2.  That  the  sixty-four  barrels  of  distilled  spirits  did  not 
become  forfeited,  as  alleged,  because  the  same  after  their  manu- 
facture had  been  in  a  bonded  warehouse,  and  that  the  same  had 
been  removed  from  that  depository  in  due  form  of  law ;  that  after 
the  same  were  so  removed  from  the  bonded  warehouse,  they  were 
rectified  and  inspected  by  a  government  inspector,  and  were  duly 
marked  as  required  by  law ;  and  that  the  same  were  subsequently 
offered  for  sale  in  open  market ;  and  that  he,  without  any  knowl- 
edge, information,  or  belief  that  the  same  were  not  properly  and 
rightfully  so  offered  for  sale,  or  that  there  was  any  tax  due  and 
unpaid  to  the  United  States  upon  the  same,  bought  the  said  sixty- 
four  barrels  of  distilled  spirits  and  paid  for  the  same  their  full, 
just,  and  marketable  value ;  all  of  which,  as  he  alleged,  he  was 
ready  to  verify.  Issue  was  joined  upon  the  first  plea,  and  to  the 
second  the  libellant  filed  a  general  replication,  affirming  that  all 
the  allegations  of  the  information  were  true,  and  tendering  an 
issue  which  was  duly  joined  by  the  claimant.  Both  pleas  there- 
fore terminated  in  issues  of  fact,  and  the  jury  under  the  instruc- 
tion of  the  court  returned  a  verdict  for  the  claimant.  Exceptions 
were  tendered  by  the  district  attorney,  and  the  same  were  duly 
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allowed  and  sealed,  and  the  questions  examined  and  decided  were 
those  saved  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  brought  into  the  court 
by  the  writ  of  error  sued  out  by  the  United  States. 

Evidence  was  introduced  tending  to  show  that  several  hundred 
barrels  of  distilled  spirits  manufactured  within  the  United  States 
were  deposited  in  certain  bonded  warehouses  in  the  third  in- 
ternal-revenue collection  district  in  this  State ;  that  a  tax  was 
imposed  on  the  same  under  the  internal-revenue  laws  of  the 
United  States  which  had  not  been  paid ;  that  the  same  were 
withdrawn  from  that  depository  upon  application  made  in  due 
form  to  the  collector  of  that  collection  district,  the  applicants 
giving  bonds  in  due  form  for  the  alleged  purpose,  in  certain  cases 
that  the  spirits  were  withdrawn  for  rectification,  and  in  other 
cases  that  the  spirits  were  withdrawn  for  the  purpose  of  trans- 
portation to  some  port  or  place  in  another  State,  and  for  ex- 
portation from  thence  to  some  foreign  country.     None  of  the 
applications,  however,  were  made  by  the  claimant,  nor  did  he 
execute  any  of  the  bonds  or  cause  them  to  be  executed,  but  the 
bonds  were  accepted  by  the  collector,  and  he  granted  permits 
in  due  form,  as  in  case  of  withdrawal  for  rectification  or  for 
transportation  to  another  State.    All  of  the  bonds  were  false 
^d  fraudulent,  and  none  of  the  spirits  were  ever  returned  as 
^fapulated,  nor  were  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  ever  trans- 
PoH;ed  to  another  State  or  to  any  foreign  country.     On  the 
contrary,  the  spirits  were  removed  and  sold  for  consumption 
^^hin  the  United  States,  and  barrels  filled  with  water  were 
attempted  to  be  transported  in  their  place,  and  all  the  spirits 
^®^  consumed  in  this  country  without  paying  the  taxes,  in  vio- 
^^ion  of  the  internal-revenue  laws  passed  by  Congress.     Such  of 
^^   spirits  as  were  in  controversy  in  this  case  were  found  by 
*^^  collector  in  the  store  and  building  described  in  the  informa- 
tioix.    They  were  in  the  actual  possession  of  other  parties,  but 
^^  bill  of  exceptions  showed  that  they  had  been  placed  there  by 
y^  direction  of  the  claimant,  were  under  his  control,  and  were 
^tended  to  be  sold  and  removed,  and  that  the  building  was 
^^^tler  a  bonded  warehouse  nor  a  distillery.   Some  evidence  was 
*^^^o  introduced  tending  to  show  that  the  spirits  in  question  were 
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a  portion  of  the  spirits  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  the  bonded 
warehouses  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  claimant  received  the 
same  from  one  of  the  persons  who  executed  the  fidse  and  fraudu- 
lent bonds,  or  procured  them  to  be  executed,  and  that  the  claim- 
ant not  only  knew  that  the  spirits  had  been  thus  fraudulently 
removed  from  the  public  depositories,  and  that  the  taxes  had  not 
been  paid  thereon,  but  that  he  participated  in  the  fraudulent 
acts  by  which  the  removal  was  effected,  and  also  in  the  fitmdu- 
lent  attempt  to  transport  water  instead  of  the  spirits  to  another 
State,  and  that  he  held  the  spirits  in  possession  for  the  purpose 
of  removal  and  sale.  All  such  participation  and  knowledge  were 
denied  by  the  claimant,  and  he  introduced  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  he  purchased  the  spirits  innocently,  and  for  value  and 
in  good  faith,  at  their  full  market  value,  that  he  had  no  knowl* 
edge  that  the  spirits  had  been  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  the 
bonded  warehouses,  or  that  the  taxes  had  not  been  paid.  Re- 
butting evidence  was  introduced  by  the  libellant  as  to  the  market 
value  of  the  spirits,  and  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows  that  the 
claimant  admitted  that  the  price  paid,  the  spirits  being  greatly 
above  proof,  was  less  per  gallon  than  the  tax  imposed  and  un- 
paid. Two  instructions  were  given  by  the  court  to  the  jury 
at  the  request  of  the  claimant,  to  which  the  district  attorney 
excepted :  — 

That  if  the  spirits  were  removed  from  a  bonded  warehouse 
upon  bonds  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law,  then  the  facts  that 
such  bonds  were  signed  by  irresponsible  parties,  and  that  the 
same  was  known  by  the  party  who  withdrew  the  spirits  and  in- 
tended to  commit  the  fraud,  do  not  render  the  spirits  liable  to 
forfeiture  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  purchaser.  That  if  the 
spirits  were  fraudulently  withdrawn  as  aforesaid,  but  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  law,  and  the  claimant  was  not  a  participant  in  the 
fraud,  and  purchased  the  spirits  in  good  faith  without  knowledge 
of  the  fraud,  then  he  acquired  a  good  title,  and  the  spirits  cannot 
be  forfeited.  Prayers  for  instructions  were  also  presented  by 
the  district  attorney  in  substance  and  effect  as  follows : 

That  if  the  spirits  were  found  elsewhere  than  in  a  bonded  ware- 
house, and  not  in  a  distillery,  and  had  been  removed  from  such  a 
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depository  upon 'permits  authorizing  the  removal  for  rectification 
(^for  transportation,  issued  upon  the  execution  of  false  and  fraud- 
ulent bonds,  in  form  such  as  were  required  by  law,  and  if  the  tax 
imposed  on  the  spirits  had  not  been  paid,  then  the  spirits  are  sub- 
ject to  forfeiture  under  the  first  count,  even  though  the  claimant 
majhave  purchased  the  same  innocently  and  without  any  partici- 
pation or  guilty  knowledge  of  the  fi^udulent  removal  or  that  the 
tax  had  not  been  paid.    That  the  spirits  having  been  found  as 
shown  in  the  evidence,  the  burden  is  upon  the  claimant  to  satisfy 
the  jury  that  the  tax  imposed  by  law  on  the  same  had  been  paid, 
and  that  if  he  fails  so  to  do,  the  verdict  on  the  first  count  must 
be  for  the  United  States.    That  if  the  claimant  purchased  the 
spirits  at  a  less  price  than  the  tax  as  imposed  by  law,  and  if  the 
spirits  had  actually  been  fraudulently  removed  from  a  bonded 
warehouse  as  aforesaid,  and  if  the  tax  imposed  by  law  thereon 
bad  not  been  paid,  then  the  said  spirits  were  subject  to  forfeiture 
binder  the  first  count  in  the  information.    That  if  the  claimant 
pirchased  the  spirits  at  less  price  than  the  tax  imposed  by 
law  thereon,  the  fact  of  such  purchase  under  such  circumstances 
''must  be  in  law  taken"  as  notice  that  the  spirits  had  not  been 
'^ored  from  a  bonded  warehouse  according  to  law,  and  that  the 
^  imposed  thereon  had  not  been  paid,  if  in  fact  the  spirits  had 
been  fraudulently  removed  from  such  a  depository  as  aforesaid,  and 
^in  fact  the  tax  imposed  by  law  on  said  spirits  had  not  been  paid. 
*^  '^hQ  court  refused  to  give  the  instructions  as  requested,  and 
^^tructed  the  jury,  among  other  things,  in  substance  and  efiect 
^  follows :  That  if  the  spirits  were  fraudulently  removed  from 
^  bonded  warehouse,  as  aforesaid,  for  the  alleged  purposes 
•foresaid,  but  were  really  withdrawn  for  sale  and  consumption, 
^<1  if  the  tax  imposed  by  law  on  such  spirits  had  not  been 
I^d,  the  spirits  would  be  liable  to  forfeiture  under  the  first 
^^^nt  in  the  hands  of  the  person  who  committed  the  fraud,  or  of 
^y^  person  who  aided  In  committing  it  or  connived  at  it,  or  of 
^y  purchaser  who  held  the  spirits  for  sale  and  consumption, 
^^  who  bought  the  same  with  actual  knowledge  of  the  fraud, 
^'^^^^t  exception,  it  was  conceded,  could  not  be  taken  to  that  part  of 
uiQ  charge,  but  the  court  in  the  same  connection  instructed  the 
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jury  that  the  spirits  under  the  circumstances  therein  assumed 
would  not  be  liable  to  forfeiture  if  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice.  Certain  instructions  were 
also  given  by  the  court  as  to  the  burden  of  proof,  but  as  those 
rulings  were  not  the  subject  of  complaint,  the  instmctions  are 
omitted.  That  the  purchase  of  the  spirits  at  a  less  price  per 
gallon  than  the  amount  of  the  tax  was  not  in  itself  a  ground  of 
forfeiture,  nor  was  it  in  law  to  be  taken  absolutely  as  notice  to 
the  purchaser  that  the  spirits  had  been  illegally  removed,  and 
that  the  tax  on  them  had  not  been  paid ;  that  the  purchase  in 
that  state  of  the  case  was  a  circumstance  of  suspicion,  and  that 
such  a  circumstance  was  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  connec- 
tion with  the  other  evidence  in  determining  whether  or  not  the 
claimant,  as  such  purchaser,  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  fraud 
at  the  time  he  bought  the  spirits.  Reference  need  not  be  made 
to  the  single  instruction  reported  as  given,  applicable  to  the  other 
counts,  as  it  was  conceded  by  the  district  attorney  that  the  point 
intended  to  be  raised  by  the  exception  was  not  open,  as  the  jury 
found  that  the  claimant  purchased  the  spirits  without  knowledge 
of  the  fraud  or  that  the  tax  imposed  thereon  had  not  been  paid. 

TF.  A.  Fieldj  Assistant  United  States  District  Attorney,  for  the 
United  States. 

J.  TT.  Richardson  and,  if.  W.  Paine^  for  claimant. 

CuFFORD,  J.    Viewed  as  an  innocent  purchaser  for  value  with- 
out notice  that  the  spirits  had  been  fraudulently  removed  from 
the  bonded  warehouse,  or  that  the  tax  imposed  thereon  had  not 
been  paid,  as  the  claimant  must  be  in  this  investigation,  the 
single  question  presented    for    examination    and    decision  is, 
whether  the  spirits  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions  were  liable  to  forfeiture  at  the  time  the  same  were 
seized  by  the  internal-revenue  collector  for  the  third  coUecticHi — 
district.     Whatever  title  to  the  spirits  in  controversy  the  claim — 
ant  had  at  the  time  the  same  were  seized,  he  acquired  by  pur — 
chase,  and  if  the  property  in  the  spirits  claimed  by  his  vendors 
was  al>solutoly  forfeited  to  the  United  States  before  he  pnrchasu^  Z 
the  same^  then  he  acquired  nothing  by  his  bargain ;  but  if  the  tit^  c 
of  his  vendor  was  valid  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  then  the  spin 
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were  not  liable  to  forfeitnre  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  as  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  establishes  the  fact  that  the  claimant  is  an  inno- 
cent purchaser  for  value,  without  notice  that  the  spirits  had  been 
fraudulently  removed  from  the  bonded  Warehouse,  or  that  the 
tai  imposed  thereon  had  not  been  paid,  as  alleged  in  the  infor- 
mation. 

Examined  in  that  point  of  view,  as  the  case  must  be,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  liability  of  the  spirits  to  forfeiture  in  this  case 
must  be  deduced,  if  at  all,  from  the  acts  of  the  former  owner  and 
not  from  the  acts  of  the  claimant,  as  every  charge  against  him  is 
negatived  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury.    "  Distilled  spirits  found 
elsewhere  than  in  a  bonded  warehouse  not  having  been  re- 
mo?ed  from  such  warehouse  according  to  law,  and  the  tax  im- 
posed by  law  on  the  same  not  having  been  paid,  shall  be  for- 
feited."   14  Stat,  at  Large,  163.    Had  the  provision  stopped 
there,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  forfeiture  would  have  been  abso- 
lute, and  that  the  spirits  might  be  subsequently  seized  for  that 
purpose,  as  well  after  the  same  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  an 
innocent  purchaser  as  while  the  spirits  remained  in  the  hands  of 
the  perpetrator  of  the  fraud.    Forfeitures  made  absolute  by  stat- 
tite  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  wrongful 
ftcts  which  the  statute  prohibits.    Where  the  forfeiture  is  abso- 
^Qte  the  title  to  the  thing  forfeited  vests  inmiediately  in  the  gov- 
^nirnent,  but  where  more  than  one  remedy  is  given,  and  the  gov- 
^niment  has  an  election  to  proceed  for  the  forfeiture  or  in  some 
other  way  not  involving  a  forfeiture,  the  title  of  the  property  does 
^^t  vest  in  the  United  States  prior  to  the  seizure  or  the  perform- 
^ce  of  some  other  equivalent  act  which  amounts  to  such  an 
®*^tion.     United  States  v.   Oruncb/,  3  Cran.  338;    Boberta  v. 
^^therall,  1  Salk.  223  ;   Gehton  v.  Hoyt,  3  Wheat.  246.     DiflFer- 
^^ces  of  opinion  existed  at  one  time  among  the  justices  of  the 
'^preme  Court,  whether  a  forfeiture  for  the  violation  of  the  rev- 
^^Ue  laws  ever  gave  such  a  title  to  the  United  States  as  to  over- 
^^ch  a  bona  fide  sale  to  an  innocent  purchaser  when  made  before 
^iztiro  and  suit  for  condemnation,  but  the  majority  of  the  court 
^^opted  the  aflfirmative  of  that  proposition.    United  States  v.  Bags 
^  Coffee^  8  Cran.  404 ;  The  Mars^  8  Cran.  417 ;  Confiscation  Cas. 
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7  Wall.  460.  Congress  possesses  the  power  to  decide  in  what 
event  a  divestiture  of  title  in  such  a  case  shall  take  place, 
whether  on  the  commission  of  the  offence,  the  seizure,  or  the  con- 
demnation ;  and  where^the  act  of  Congress  declares  in  terms  with- 
out any  qualification  or  election  of  remedies  that  that  forfeiture 
shall  take  place  upon  the  commission  of  the  offence,  it  becomes 
the  dutj  of  the  court  to  carry  the  provision  into  effect  even  as 
against  innocent  purchasers,  in  cases  where  the  title  is  consum- 
mated by  seizure,  suit,  and  judgment,  or  decree  of  condemnation. 
Such  is  the  settled  rule  of  law  where  the  forfeiture  is  made  abso- 
lute upon  the  commission  of  the  offence ;  but  in  all  cases  where 
the  language  employed  by  Congress  is  doubtful,  it  is  manifestly 
proper  to  resort  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  construction  and  to  the 
rules  of  the  common  law  applicable  to  the  subject  of  forfeiture 
to  assist  the  mind  in  coming  to  a  conclusion.  Forfeiture,  it  is 
said,  in  the  former  case,  is  absolute ;  but  the  remark  should  be 
received  with  some  qualification,  as  the  title  only  vests  in  the 
United  States  by  relation  back  to  the  criminal  ofience  in  case 
where  it  is  consunmiated  by  seizure,  suit,  and  judgment  or  de- 
cree. Unless  the  matter  is  prosecuted  and  the  title  consum- 
mated, the  act  of  Congress  becomes  imperative,  as  the  title  of  the 
wrong-doer  remains  unaffected  by  his  wrongful  acts  until  seizure, 
suit,  and  judgment  or  decree,  but  the  effect  of  the  judgment  or 
decree' is  to  divest  his  title  from  the  date  of  the  wrongful  aibts. 
United  Stolen  v.  F^fty-^ix  Barreh  Whiskei/j  6  Am.  Law  Beg.  N.  S. 
82 ;  The  Florenzo,  Blatch.  &  How.  60. 

Grant  all  that  as  applied  to  the  clause  of  the  section  declare 
ing  the  forfeiture  if  it  stood  alone  and  without  any  qualifica- 
tion, but  the  same  section  contains  an  alternative  clause,  as 
appears  by  the  next  sentence,  which  provides  as  follows :  **  Or 
[such  distilled  spirits]  may  immediately  upon  discovery  be 
seized,  and  after  the  assessment  of  the  tax  thereon  may  be 
sold  by  the  collector  for  the  tax  and  expenses  of  seizure  and 
sale."  Read  together,  as  the  two  ctaiuses  must  be,  their  true 
construction  is  as  obvious  as  any  enactment  well  can  be  which 
is  expressed  in  clear  and  unambiguous  language.  Such  spir- — 
its  when  found  elsewhere  than  in  a  bonded  warehouse,  if 
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Bame  haye  been  illegallj  removed  from  such  a  public  depository 
withont  the  pajment  of  the  tax  imposed  by  law  on  the  same,  may 
be  fleized  as  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  or  the  proper  officer 
of  the  revenue  may  seize  the  same  under  the  immediately  suc- 
ceeding clause  of  the  section,  and  in  that  event  it  becomes  the 
duty  of  the  assessor  to  assess  the  tax  on  the  same  imposed 
by  law,  and  of  the  collector  to  sell  the  spirits  for  the  tax  and 
expenses  of  seizure  and  sale,  as  expressly  provided  by  the  closing 
paragraph  of  the  sentence.    Where  the  forfeiture  is  absolute,  the 
entire  title  of  the  wrong-doer,  when  the  judgment  or  decree  is 
Tendered,  vests  in  the  United  States  from  the  date  of  the  wrong- 
fnl  act ;  but  if  the  forfeiture  is  made  conditional,  as,  for  example, 
if  the  United  States  may  elect  to  proceed  by  information  for  a 
forfeiture  or  for  some  other  redress  not  amounting  to  an  absolute 
forfeiture  of  the  spirits,  then  the  judgment  or  decree  only  relates 
back  to  the  date  of  the  seizure,  and  does  not  overreach  the  title 
of  an  innocent  purchaser  acquired  subsequent  to  the  wrongful  act 
of  the  seller  and  before  the  seizure  of  the  spirits,  if  the  purchase 
was  bona  fide  for  value  and  without  notice  of  the  wrongful  acts 
of  his  vendor.     Caldwell  v.  UniUd  StaUe^  8  How.  366 ;  Confis* 
cation  Cas.,  7  Wall.  460 ;  UniUd  States  v.  Qrundy  et  al.j  8  Cran. 
362;    United  States  v.  Morris,  10  Wheat.  290.    Extended  re- 
marks to  show  that  the  United  States  in  cases  arising  under  the 
^^tion  on  which  the  information  in  this  case  is  founded,  are 
quite  unnecessary,  as  the  express  words  of  the  second  clause  re- 
ferred to  are,  that  as  an  alternative  remedy  the  spirits  may  im- 
ii^ediately  upon  discovery  be  seized,  and  after  assessment  of  the 
^•^x  thereon  may  be  sold,  by  the  collector  for  the  tax  and  the  ex- 
panses of  the  seizure  and  sale. 

Proceedings  under  that  clause  are  instituted  and  prosecuted  to 
ouforce  a  lien  created  by  an  act  of  Congress,  and  the  very  nature 
^f  the  proceeding  concedes  that  the  title  to  the  spirits  seized  is 
fttill  in  the  wrong-doer,  and  it  is  as  clear  as  anything  well  can  be 
^at  he  is  entitled  to  what  remains  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
^^r  deducting  the  tax,  interest,  and  expenses,  as  there  is  no 
Authority  to  sell  the  property  for  any  other  purpose.  Evidently 
^eae  considerations  dispose  of  all  the  exceptions  exhibited  in 
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the  record  except  the  one  in  the  instruction  ^ven,  which  is  appli- 
cable to  the  other  counts,  and  in  respect  to  that  no  further  re- 
marks are  required,  as  it  is  conceded  that  the  point  is  not  open 
under  the  finding  of  the  jury. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


George  Heabn  v.  The  New  England  Mutual  Marine  Inburancb 

Company. 

before  clifford  and  lowell,  jj. 

Policies  of  insurance  are  regarded  as  commercial  instruments,  and  are  liberally  construed; 
but  no  evidence  of  any  usage  or  custom  can  be  admitted  to  vary  or  explain  their  terms 
when  precise  and  clear. 

The  voyage  was  described  in  the  policy  as  follows:  "at  and  from  Liverpool  to  port  in 
Cuba,  and  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice  and  discharge/*  Heldf  that  '*  port  **  cannot  be 
construed  to  mean  **  ports,*'  or  **  port  or  ports/*  and  the  going  to  a  second  port  in  Cuba 
constituted  a  deviation. 

Parol  evidence  as  to  the  nsnge  of  trade  is  admissible  relating  to  a  written  contract  in  two 
classes  of  cases:  Where  the  evidence  is  offered  to  prove  that  the  words  used  in  the  cod- 
tract  are  employed  in  a  peculiar  sense  in  the  particular  trade  to  which  the  contract  re- 
lates; where  the  purpose  of  the  evidence  is  to  annex  incidents  to  the  contract  in  matten 
upon  which  the  contract  is  silent. 

In  the  latter  case,  however,  the  peculiar  meaning  which  it  is  proposed  to  attach  to  the 
words  must  not  either  expressly  or  by  implication  vary  the  terms  of  the  ¥rritten  i 
ment. 

Such  evidence  is  admissible  to  define  what  would  otherwise  be  indefinite  and  obscure, 
always  with  a  view  to  give  expression  to  the  presumed  intention  of  the  parties. 

Under  the  policy  in  this  case,  parol  evidence  to  the  efiect  that  it  is  the  usage  for 
bound  from  Liverpool  and  back,  to  discharge  at  one  port  and  then  to  proceed  to  a  secon 
port  for  a  return  cargo,  was  not  admissible  to  avoid  the  efiect  of  a  deviation. 

If  admitted,  it  would  extend  the  voyage  and  increase  the  risk  beyond  what  the 
employed  warrants  the  court  in  believing  the  parties  had  in  contemplation. 


All  the  facts  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  case  are 
be  found  in  the  opinion. 

JS.  R,  Curtis  and  Walter  Curtis^  for  plaintiff. 

Sutchins  and  Wheeler ^  for  defendant. 

Clifford,  J.    Policies  of  insurance  against  marine  risks 
liberally  construed,  as  they  are  regarded  as  commercial  instr^^tm- 
ments  in  the  strictest  sense.    Such  instruments,  where  tb 
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tenns  are  ambiguous,  may  be  explained  by  parol  evidence  of  the 
usages  of  trade ;  but  where  the  terms  employed  are  clear  and 
precise  in  themselyes,  the  principles  which  govern  their  construc- 
tion do  not  vary  from  those  which  are  applicable  to  other  mer- 
cantile instruments,  and  no  evidence  of  any  usage  or  custom  can 
be  admitted  to  explain,  alter,  or  impair  the  terms  of  the  contract 
as  made  by  the  parties.  Oelricks  et  al.  v.  Fordy  23  How.  63 ; 
jBfom  V.  Screw  Co.,  23  How.  431 ;  1  Arn.  (2  Am.  ed.)  64. 

Insurance  was  effected  in  this  case  at  Boston  on  the  9th  of 
May,  1866,  in  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars  "  on  charter  of 
the  barque  Maria  Henry,  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  port  in  Cuba, 
(Oii  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice  and  discharge  in  Europe." 
When  the  application  for  the  policy  was  made,  the  barque  was  at 
Liverpool,  and  it  appears  that  she  loaded  at  that  port  with  a 
cargo  of  coal,  and,  having  been  regularly  cleared  from  that  port, 
proceeded  thence  without  diflBculty  on  her  outward  voyage  to  the 
port  of  St.  Jago  de  Cuba,  where  she  discharged  her  outward 
cargo,  and  that,  having  discharged  her  outward  cargo,  she  sailed 
thence  to  Mansanilla,  another  port  in  Cuba,  and  there  took  on 
board  a  cargo  of  the  products  of  the  island,  and  on  the  13th  of 
September  sailed  thence  for  Europe  via  FaUnouth  for  orders,  and 
on  the  18th  of  the  same  month  was  totally  lost  on  her  homeward 
voyage  by  perils  of  the  sea.    Due  notice  of  the  loss  was  given  to 
^e  defendants,  and  the  loss  is  admitted  as  alleged,  but  the  de- 
^^ndants  refused  to  pay  the  amount  insured,  or  any  part  of  the 
•^e,  upon  the  ground  that  the  barque,  without  any  justifying 
^'ise,  departed  from  the  prescribed  course  of  the  voyage  as  de- 
scribed in  tlie  policy  on  which  the  action  is  founded.    Reference 
^^  made  in  that  proposition  to  the  fact  that  the  vessel,  after  she 
^«nt  to  St.  Jago  de  Cuba  and  there  discharged  her  outward 
^^^go,  proceeded  thence  to  Mansanilla  for  a  return  cargo  before 
^*^^  sailed  for  Europe ;  but  the  plaintiff  contended  that  going  to 
^  ^cond  port  in  Cuba  did  not  constitute  a  deviation,  as  it  is  the 
^^ge  for  vessels  bound  from  Liverpool  and  back,  to  discharge  at 
^e  port  and  then  to  proceed  to  a  second  port  for  a  return  cargo, 
"^^tliing  of  the  kind  is  expressed  in  the  policy  of  insurance,  if  the 
^ords  are  to  be  taken  in  their  ordinary  signification ;  but  the 
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theory  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  such  is  the  usage  of  the  trade,  and 
he  insisted  that  parol  evidence  of  such  usage  was  admissible,  and 
that  the  language  of  the  policy  should,  in  yiew  of  that  evidenoe, 
be  construed  as  conferring  that  rights  Deviation  in  marine  in- 
surance is  understood  to  mean  a  voluntary  departure  without 
necessity  or  reasonable  cause  from  the  regular  and  usual  oourse 
of  the  specified  voyage  insured,  which  in  this  case  was  to  port  in 
Cuba,  and  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice  and  discharge,  as 
plainly  and  explicitly  expressed  in  the  policy.  Whenever  a 
deviation  of  that  kind  takes  place,  the  voyage  is  determined  and 
the  underwriters  are  discharged  from  any  responsibility.  Park 
on  Ins.  294  ;  HUiot  et  al.  v.  Wilson  et  al.^^  Brown  Pari.  Cas.  470. 
Different  language  is  sometimes  employed,  as  where  the  voyage 
is  described  as  one  from  the  port  of  departure  to  Cuba  or  to  the 
island  of  Cuba,  but  the  terms  of  the  policy  in  the  case  before  the 
court  are  ^^  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  port  in  Cuba,  and  at  and 
thence  to  port  of  advice  and  discharge,"  showing  a  contract  com- 
plete in  itself,  and  one  expressed  in  plain,  clear,  and  unambiguous 
language,  employing  no  terms  of  art  nor  any  word  or  phrase  of 
doubtful  meaning.  Unambiguous  as  the  language  is,  the  court 
cannot  impute  to  the  parties  any  other  intention  than  that  which 
they  have  expressed,  as  the  court  must  do,  to  hold  that  port 
means  ports,  or  port  or  ports,  or  to  a  port  of  discharge,  and  also 
to  a  second  port  for  a  return  cargo  and  at  and  thence  ^^  to  port 
of  advice  and  discharge."  Precisely  the  same  question  was  pre- 
sented in  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Tayleur,  4  Ad.  &  Ell.  241,  and 
the  court  held  that  the  word  ^^  port"  in  such  a  policy  could  not  be 
construed  to  mean  ports,  nor  port  or  ports,  and  that  the  going  to 
a  second  port  in  such  a  case  constituted  a  deviation,  the  judges 
giving  their  opinions  seriatim^  and  all  concurring  in  the  conclu- 
sion. Sea  Ins.  Co  v.  Gavin^  4  Bligh.  N.  S.  678 ;  Same  Case,  2 
Dow  &  Clark,  125.  Evidence  of  usage,  such  as  the  plaintiff  as- 
sumes in  argument  that  he  has  offered  in  this  case,  if  admissible 
for  any  legitimate  purpose,  must  be  expected  to  have  the  efifoct, 
and,  if  fully  believed,  ought  to  have  the  effect,  to  induce  the  court 
to  decide  that  a  policy  of  insurance  covering  a  voyage  to  a  single 
port  in  Cuba  may  be  construed,  and  if  the  evidence  of  such  usage 
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ifl  M  to  the  point,  must  be  construed,  to  cover  not  only  that 
voyage,  but  also  a  yoyage  to  a  second  port  for  a  return  cargo, 
eren  though  it  be  necessary  in  order  to  accomplish  the  purpose, 
to  make  a  coasting  voyage  to  the  opposite  side  of  that  large  and 
highly  commercial  island.  Suppose,  for  example,  the  master  in 
this  case  had  gone  to  Matanzas,  on  the  north  side  of  the  island,  as 
his  port  of  discharge,  he  might,  under  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff, 
have  afterwards  gone  to  Trinidad  for  a  return  cargo,  which  is  on 
the  Bouthern  side  of  the  island.  Every  policy  of  insurance,  if 
properly  drawn,  describes  the  place  of  the  ship's  departure,  and 
also  the  place  of  destination,  and  the  reason  why  a  deviation  dis- 
charges the  underwriter  is,  that  if  the  voyage  is  changed  after 
the  ship  sails,  the  voyage  becomes  a  different  one,  and  not  that 
against  which  the  insurer  has  undertaken  to  indemnify.  But  in 
the  case  supposed,  the  insurer  would  be  held  responsible  for  a 
▼oyage  £rom  Matanzas  to  Trinidad,  though  no  such  voyage  is 
mentioned  in  the  policy. 

Custom  or  usage  is  sometimes  supposed  to  be  admissible  to  show 

that  the  parties  to  a  written  instrument  had  something  in  their 

contemplation  more  than  is  expressed  in  what  they  have  reduced 

to  writing ;  but  Lord  Denman  well  said,  in  the  case  of  Trueman 

v«  Loder^  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  589,  that  the  cases  go  no  further  than  to 

permit  the  explanation  of  words  used  in  a  sense  different  from 

their  ordinary  meaning,  or  the  addition  of  known  terms  not  incon- 

^nt  with  the  written  contract.    Extrinsic  evidence  of  custom 

and  usage  is  doubtless  admissible  in  certain  cases,  where  the  trans- 

^on  is  of  a  commercial  character,  to  annex  incidents  to  written 

^^tracts  in  respect  to  which  the  contracts  are  silent,  but  such 

®^dence  cannot  be  properly  received  if  it  is  inconsistent  with  the 

^^^8  of  the  written  instrument,  whether  such  inconsistency  ap- 

f^^im  by  the  express  terms  of  the  written  contract  or  by  reason- 

^Iq  implication  from  the  same  as  applied  to  the  subject-matter. 

^^ton  V.  Warren,  1  Mees.  &  Wels.  476 ;  1  Smith,  La.  Cas.  887. 

^Pply  that  rule,  and  it  is  clear  that  evidence  of  usage,  if  offered 

^  Bhow  that  the  barque  might  go  to  one  port  to  discharge  and  to 

^  Second  for  a  return  cargo,  ought  not  to  be  admitted,  as  it  is 

plainly  inconsistent  with  the  written  contract,  which  is  to  port 

•^d  at  and  thence  to  the  return  port. 

"^OL.  m.  SI 
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Few  cases  are  to  be  found  where  the  rule  under  consideratioii 
is  better  stated  and  explained  than  in  the  case  of  Spartali  y. 
Beneckcj  10  C.  B.  222,  in  which  the  opinion  is  delivered  by  the 
chief  justice  of  the  Common  Pleas.  He  admits  that  evidence 
as  to  the  usages  of  trade  is  admissible  in  two  classes  of  cases: 
1.  Where  the  evidence  is  offered  to  prove  that  the  words  in 
which  the  contract  is  expressed,  in  the  particular  trade  to  which 
the  contract  refers,  are  used  in  a  peculiar  sense,  and  different 
from  what  they  ordinarily  import.  2.  That  the  evidence  is  also 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  annexing  incidents  to  the  contract 
in  matters  upon  which  the  contract  is  silent,  but  he  remarks, 
what  it  is  important  to  observe,  that  both  these  rules  are  subject 
to  the  limitation  or  qualification  that  the  peculiar  sense  or  mean- 
ing which  it  is  proposed  by  the  evidence  to  attach  to  the  words 
of  the  contract  must  not  vary  or  contradict  either  expressly  or  by 
implication  the  terms  of  the  written  instrument.  Such  evidence 
is  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  defining  what  would  otherwise  be 
indefinite,  or  to  interpret  a  peculiar  term,  or  to  explain  what  is 
obscure,  or  to  ascertain  what  is  equivocal,  or  to  annex  particulars 
and  incidents  which,  though  not  mentioned  in  the  contract,  were 
connected  with  it,  or  with  the  relations  growing  out  of  the  same ; 
but  in  all  these  cases  the  evidence  is  admitted  with  a  view  of 
giving  effect  as  far  as  can  be  done  to  the  presumed  intention  of 
the  parties.  Hurr\frey  v.  Dale^  7  Ell.  &  Bl.  273 ;  Myers  v.  Sarly 
8  Ell.  &  Ell.  818. 

Proof  of  usage  may  be  admitted  to  explain  a  word,  term,  or 
phrase  of  doubtful  or  equivocal  meaning,  but  it  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted to  add  to  a  word  of  a  known  and  certain  significatio 
a  meaning  beyond  what  it  plainly  imports  for  the  purpose  oi 
adding  a  new  and  different  obligation  to  a  written  contract 
Phillipps  V.  Briardy  1  Hurls  &  Nor.  26.  Usage  may  be  reliec 
on,  says  Lord  Campbell,  in  the  case  of  Hflll  v.  Jansouy  4  E 
&  Bl.  510,  to  show  the  sense  in  which  an  expression  found  i 
a  written  contract  is  used  in  a  particular  trade,  but  to  let  i 
verbal  evidence  of  a  usage  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting 
nullifying  an  express  written  contract  would  be  contrary  to 
principle,  and  has  b9en  forbidden  as  often  as  the  attempt  has  be 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1870.  823 

Heam  v.  New  England  Mutaal  Marine  Insurance  Company. 


made.     Commercial  usage,  said  Judge  Story,  in  the  case  of  The 
Reende^  2  Sum.  567,  can  never  be  resorted  to,  to  control  or  vary 
the  positive  stipulations  in  a  written  contract,  and  a  fortiori  not 
to  contradict  them.     An  express  contract  of  the  parties,  he  held, 
was  always  admissible  to  supersede,  vary,  or  control  a  usage  or 
CQstom,  but  he  denied  in  the  most  explicit  terms  that  a  written 
contract  could  be  controlled,  varied,  or  contradicted  by  a  usage 
or  cnstom.     Three  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  delivered 
within  the  last  twelve  years,  affirm  the  same  rule.    Bliven  v. 
Screw  Co,y  23  How.  431 ;  Insurance  Companies  v.  Wright^  1  Wall. 
470,  "  When  we  have  satisfied  ourselves,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Miller, 
'*  in  the  last  case  cited,  that  the  policy  is  susceptible  of  a  reason- 
able construction  on  its  face  without  the  necessity  of  resorting 
to  extrinsic  aid,  we  have  at  the  same  time  established  that  usage 
or  custom  cannot  be  resorted  to  for  that  purpose."    2  Greenl.  Ev. 
88.  251.     Omission  (in  a  contract),  say  the  court,  in  the  case  of 
Thomj^son  v.  BiggSy  6  Wall.  679,  may  be  supplied  in  some  cases 
^7  the  introduction  of  such  proof,  but  it  cannot  prevail  over  or 
i^uUify  the  express  provisions  and  stipulations  of  the  contract, 
oo  where  there  is  no  contract,  usage  will  not  make  one,  as  it  can 
only  be  admitted  either  to  interpret  the  meaning  of  the  language 
^ttiployed  by  the  parties  in  the  absence  of  express  stipulations, 
^r  where  the  meaning  is  equivocal  or  obscure. 

Decided  cases  also  of  high  authority  and  of  recent  date  from  the 
^ported  decisions  of  the  State  courts  may  be  referred  to,  in  which 
^^  is  held  that  the  clear  and  explicit  language  of  a  contract,  mer- 
Entile  or  otherwise,  cannot  be  enlarged  or  restricted  by  proof  of 
^^^ge  or  custom.   Strong  doubts  are  expressed  by  the  court  in  the 
^^^ae  of  Seccomb  et  aL  v.  Prov.  Ins.  Co,y  10  Allen,  314,  whether  in 
^iiy  case  it  would  now  be  deemed  to  be  competent  to  offer  evidence 
to  show  that  a  description  of  a  voyage  in  a  policy  which  is  sus- 
ceptible of  a  clear  .and  definite  exposition  in  conformity  to  the 
^terpretation  of  the  words  as  established  by  adjudicated  cases, 
^te  another  and  different  meaning  by  mercantile  usage  from  that 
wbich  has  been  so  recognized  and  settled.     Mercantile  usage, 
*^y  the  court  in  that  case,  in  order  to  be  received  as  explanatory 
or  in  aid  of  the  exposition  of  a  policy  of  insurance,  must  not  on 
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the  one  baud  tend  to  increase  materially  the  risk  assumed  bj 
tbe  insurers,  nor  on  tbe  otber  band  to  depriye  tbe  aasnred  of  the 
indemnity  which  tbe  words  of  the  contract  fairly  interpreted 
secure  to  him  in  case  of  loss.  Examined  in  the  light  of  these 
rules,  as  given  substantially  in  the  case  last  cited,  the  court  is  of 
the  opinion  that  the  usage  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  if  the  eii- 
dence  offered  showed  that  it  exists  as  he  supposes,  would  not  be 
admissible  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  deviation,  as,  if  admitted,  it 
would  enlarge  the  voyage  insured  as  described  in  the  policy,  and 
would  materially  increase  the  risk  cast  upon  the  underwriters 
beyond  what  the  language  employed  warrants  the  court  in  be- 
lieving they  had  in  contemplation  when  the  contract  was  exe- 
cuted. Dickinson  v.  Gay  et  al.^  7  Allen,  36 ;  Hone  v.  Mutual 
Safety  Ins.  Co.,  1  Sandf.  149. 

Authorities  to  show  that  evidence,  even  of  general  usage,  is 
never  admissible  to  contradict  tbe  settled  rules  of  law  cannot  be 
necessary,  as  they  are  all  one  way  from  the  earliest  period  to  the 
present  time ;  and  that  remark  is  just  as  applicable  to  a  conmier- 
cial  contract  as  to  one  where  the  construction  of  the  instrument 
is  governed  by  the  principles  of  the  common  law.  Rankin  v.  Am. 
Ins.  Co.,  1  Hall  S.  C.  619  ;  2  Pars.  Mar.  L.  58  ;  1  Duer  on  Ins. 
177  -  233  ;  JSdie  v.  Hast  India  Co.,  2  Burr.  1216 ;  Eomer  v.  Dorr^ 
10  Mass.  26 ;  FrUh  v.  Barker,  2  Johns.  327.  Parol  evidence  of 
usage  may  be  admissible  to  explain  what  is  doubtful,  but  it  is 
never  admissible  to  contradict  what  is  plain.  Blackett  v.  Assure 
ance  Co.,  2  Gromp.  &  Jor.  249  ;  Cox  v.  Heisley,  19  Penn.  St.  247. 
Incidental  matters,  it  is  said,  may  be  supplied  by  usage  where  the 
policy  is  silent,  but  the  policy  in  this  case  is  not  silent  as  to  the 
matter  in  question,  as  the  description  of  the  voyage  is  plain  and 
unambiguous,  —  on  charter  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  port  in 
Cuba,  and  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice.  Vandervoort  v.  Smith 
2  Caines  R.  160 ;  1  Pars.  Ship.  &  Ad.  83 ;  2  Phil.  Ev.  (Ed.  1869)* 
789  ;  Steward  v.  Scudder,  4  Zabr.  96  ;  Foley  v.  Mason,  6  Md.  87. 
Where  the  contract  is  clear,  certain,  and  distinct,  it  is  not  subject 
to  modification  by  proof  of  custom.  Such  a  contract  disposes  of  all 
customs  and  usages  by  its  own  terms,  and  by  its  terms  alone  is 
the  conduct  of  the  parties  to  be  regulated,  and  their  liability  to 
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be  determined.    Simmons  y.  Law^  8  Eeyes,  219;    Wescott  y. 
Thompson,  18  N.  Y.  367. 

Certain  cases  are  cited  bj  the  plaintiff,  which,  it  is  suggested, 
sapport  the  opposite  theory,  but  when  carefully  examined  it  will 
be  found  that  thej  do  not  haye  any  such  tendency.  Warre  y. 
ilSIler,4  Barn.  A  Cress.  693 ;  Oruickshank  y.  Jamon,  2  Taunt.  801 ; 
Dtei«y  y.  Ins.  Co.,  7  Cran.  827.  At  and  from  Grenada  to  Lon- 
don was  the  description  of  the  yoyage  in  the  first  case,  and  at 
and  from  Jamaica  in  the  second,  and  at  and  from  Trinidad  in  the 
case  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court.  Eyidence  was  introduced  in 
tlie  first  case  showing  that  there  was  but  one  custom-house  for 
the  whole  island  of  Grenada,  and  inasmuch  as  the  yoyage  insured 
was  at  and  from  Grenada  and  not  at  and  from  a  port  in  Grenada, 
the  court  decided  that  the  island  must  be  considered  as  all  one 
place,  and  that  there  was  no  deyiation,  although  the  yessel  went 
to  three  places  to  discharge.  Nothing  different  is  asserted  in  the 
second  case,  and  in  the  third  the  court  decided  that  where  the 
Towage  as  described  in  the  policy  is  ^^  at  and  from  an  island,'' 
the  vessel  may  sail  from  port  to  port  to  take  in  cargo,  but  the 
decision  has  no  application  to  the  case  at  bar,  as  the  yoyage  de- 
scribed in  this  case  is  to  port  in  Cuba  and  at  and  thence  to  port 
of  advice,  which  shows  that  the  two  cases  are  in  no  respect  anal- 
ogous. Underwriters  are  presumed  to  be  acquainted  with  the 
ooorse  of  the  trade  they  insure  and  with  its  peculiarities,  and  the 
court  decided,  in  the  case  of  Noble  y.  Kennoioay,  1  Doug.  610, 
^t  in  that  trade,  which  was  the  Labrador  trade,  greater  delay 
^  landing  the  cargo  was  customary  than  would  be  justifiable  in 
i^t  other  adyentures,  but  it  is  not  perceiyed  that  the  case  has 
iQuch  bearing  upon  the  question  under  consideration.  Vallance 
V.  Dewar,  1  Camp.  503.  Undoubtedly,  eyidence  of  usage  was 
^  admitted  to  explain  the  terms  of  the  contract  in  the  case  of 
Salvador  y.  Hopkins,  3  Burr.  1707,  as  suggested  by  the  plaintiff, 
bnt  the  motion  for  new  trial  was  oyerruled  and  the  decision  of 
*«  court  placed  expressly  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
^ered  and  admitted  was  not  repugnant  to  the  contract.  Other 
^^^^  of  an  analogous  character  are  also  referred  to,  where  eyi- 
^i^ce  of  usage  was  admitted  to  explain  some  ambiguous  phrase 
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in  the  terms  of  the  contract  to  which  the  same  answer  may  be 
given  9  that  the  evidence  admitted  did  not  contradict  what  was 
in  writing.  Uhde  v.  WalterB^  3  Camp.  15 ;  Hyde  v.  WiUUy 
8  Camp.  200.  Such  evidence  was  also'  admitted  in  the  case 
of  Grade  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  8  Cran.  75,  to  show  the  bonn- 
daries  and  extent  of  a  commercial  port  named  in  the  policy 
as  the  port  of  destination,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  ruling 
was  correct,  as  the  evidence  tended  to  explain  and  not  to  cour- 
tradict  the  terms  of  the  policy,  and  a  like  ruling  is  found  in 
the  case  of  Lotory  v.  Buaselly  8  Pick.  362,  where  the  court 
overruled  the  objection  to  the  evidence  expressly  upon  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  contradict  the  terms  of  the  bill  of 
lading.  Reliance  is  also  placed  upon  the  case  of  BulJdey  v. 
Protection  Ins,  Co.^  2  Paine,  C.  C,  89,  but  the  case  was  decided 
wholly  irrespective  of  any  such  question,  as  the  evidence  intro- 
duced failed  to  show  that  there  was  any  such  usage  as  the  plain- 
tiff supposed.  The  policy  in  that  case  described  the  voyage  as 
from  Ocrocoke  to  St.  Bartholomew  or  St.  Thomas,  and  at  and 
from  thence  to  Tobasco,  and  the  court,  and  rightly,  held  that  it 
did  not  authorize  the  assured  to  go  to  both  ports,  that  he  might 
go  to  either  at  his  election,  and  that,  having  first  stopped  at  the 
island  of  St.  Bartholomew  and  afterwards  proceeded  to  St. 
Thomas,  it  was  a  deviation.  "That  the  policy  only  covers  a 
voyage  to  one  or  the  other  of  those  islands,"  said  the  judge, 
"  cannot  admit  of  a  doubt,"  and  if  the  sentence  stopped  there  the 
case  would  be  consistent  with  the  recent  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  all  the  other  modern  decisions  upon  the  subject,  but 
he  adds,  in  continuation  of  the  same  sentence,  "  unless  justified 
by  usage,"  leaving  it  to  be  inferred  that  his  opinion  was  that  the 
evidence  of  usage  would  be  admissible  to  incorporate  a  different 
meaning  into  the  contract.  But  he  could  hardly  have  intended 
what  the  words  imply,  as  in  the  next  sentence  he  says  that  '^  it 
was  at  the  election  of  the  assured  to  go  to  either,  to  the  one  oc 
the  other,  but  the  language  of  the  policy  is  too  plain  and  ex- 
plicit to  admit  of  a  construction  that  it  authorized  a  voyage  ta 
both,"  in  which  latter  view  we  entirely  concur. 

Support  to  the  views  of  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  derived  firo^ 
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the  case  of  De  Peyster  v.  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  19  N.  Y.  276,  as 
the  court  held,  irFespective  of  usage,  that  the  three  additional 
ports  allowed  by  the  addition  made  to  the  policy,  included  ports 
on  the  main,  and  referred  to  ports  to  be  touched  before  finally 
leaving  the  main  for  the  return  voyage.  Viewed  in  the  most 
favorable  light  for  the  plaintiff,  the  court  only  allowed  the  evi- 
dence of  usage  to  be  received  as  explanatory  of  what  was  doubt- 
ful and  not  as  contradicting  any  part  of  the  contract. 

Submitted  as  the  case  was  under  the  act  of  Congress,  which 
authorizes  parties  to  waive  a  jury  by  stipulation  in  writing,  the 
court  will  proceed  to  a  brief  examination  of  the  evidence  of  usage 
offered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  admitted  de  bene  by  the  court.  Vessels 
frequently  go  to  a  second  port,  as  the  evidence  offered  shows,  for 
their  return  cargo,  but  it  is  equally  well  established  by  the  same 
depositions  that  they  always  do  so  under  an  express  stipulation  in 
the  charter-party  so  to  do,  if  required  by  the  charterer,  and  not 
because  any  usage  exists  obliging  them  to  go  to  a  second  port  in 
^^flses  where  there  is  no  stipulation  to  that  effect.    Evidence  to 
^pport  that  theory  of  fact  is  found  in  the  charter  before  the 
^urt,  as  it  provides  that  the  vessel  "  shall  proceed  to  a  safe  port 
^  Cuba  for  orders  (Havana  excepted),  and  there  discharge  the 
^nae  [meaning  the  cargo],  after  which  shall  there  ^  at  one 
other  usual  place  in  the  island,  load,"  etc.    Had  that  language 
"^^rx  incorporated  into  the  policy  of  insurance,  the  question  would 
"^   one  of  easy  solution,  but  the  charter-party  is  a  contract  be- 
tween the  owners  of  the  vessel  and  the  charterer,  and  is  not  in 
^^y  aspect  of  the  case  to  be  regarded  as  the  contract  between 
™^    insurers  and  the  insured.    They  have  made  their  own  con- 
|^^<it,  and  the  court,  in  ascertaining  what  their  rights  are  under 
^^^9  xnust  look  at  its  terms.    Such  a  policy  of  insurance  may  be 
J^^^e  to  cover  the  whole  voyage  or  a  part  of  it,  as  the  parties  find 
rt  for  their  interest  to  contract.    Insurance  to  port  in  Cuba  and 
^*  ^nd  thence  to  port  of  advice  might  have  been  all  that  the  in- 
®^*^d  desired,  as  he  might  know  that  his  vessel  would  load  at 
I^^t^  of  discharge,  and  in  that  state  of  the  case  he  might  not  be 
^^lling  to  pay  the  additional  premium  for  the  risk  of  insuring  the 
^^yage  to  a  second  port.    Conjectures,  however,  are  unneces- 
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Bary,  as  the  conclusiye  answer  to  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff  is 
that  he  did  not  contract  with  the  insurers  for  the  priyil^e  to  go 
to  a  second  port,  and  the  evidence  which  he  ofiered  upon  the 
subject  of  usage  does  not  show  the  existence  of  any  such  usage 
as  he  supposes.  The  deponents  testify  that  vessels  almost 
always  go  to  a  second  port,  but  all  the  witnesses,  or  neariy  all  of 
them,  agree  that  they  do  so  by  virtue  of  an  express  stipulation  in 
the  charter-party  requiring  them  to  do  so,  if  the  charterer  so  di- 
rects. They  do  not  show  that  there  is  any  usage  which  warrants 
a  vessel  in  going  to  a  second  port  under  a  policy  of  insurmnoe, 
where  its  terms  are  from  Liverpool  to  port  in  Cuba  and  at  and 
thence  to  port  of  advice.  Instead  of  that,  most  of  the  wit* 
nesses  who  testify  in  answer  to  such  an  inquiry  express  most 
decided  opinions  that  under  such  a  policy  the  vessel  would  be 
restricted  to  the  port  of  discharge. 
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BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  LOWELL,  JJ. 

btnes  of  fact  in  cItU  cases  in  any  Circuit  Conrt  maj  be  tried  and  determined  by  the 
court  without  the  intenrention  of  a  jury  whenever  the  paxtiesy  or  their  attomeyt  of  no> 
ord,  file  with  the  clerk  a  stipulation  wairing  a  jury. 

The  terms  in  a  policy  of  insurance  were  *^  to  a  port  of  discharge  In  Cnba  and  at  and  thenea 
to  a  port  of  advice.**  Held,  that  the  policy  protected  the  insured  in  a  voyage  tram  tha 
port  ofloading  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba,  and  at  and  thence  to  the  port  of  advioeb 

It  cannot  be  nuule  to  give  any  further  protection  without  adding  words  to  the  contract. 

Depositions  ofiered  to  show  that  on  a  voyage  of  this  kind  the  vessel  might,  onder  a  nsage^ 
go  to  a  second  port  in  Cuba  to  load,  were  admitted  d4  bene  eeee. 

It  does  not  establish  a  usage  that  vessels  have  the  right  to  so  go  to  a  second  pork  in  Cabft 
and  load,  under  a  policy  in  the  terms  of  this  one,  to  show  that  Cuba  charters  from  Liv- 
erpool and  back  contain  an  express  stipulation  that  the  charterers  shaB  have  the  opCks 
of  a  second  port  of  loading. 

Hatter  of  contract  and  usage  or  evidence  of  usage  are  quite  different. 

Correspondence  between  insurer  and  insured  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  policy  la  inad- 
missible  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  policy,  but  the  court  thought  it  proper  to  examine  tiii 
letters. 

Whether  the  policy  was  drawn  in  accordance  with  the  contract  disclosed  by  the  letters  ii 
not  a  question  for  detenninatioo  in  a  suit  at  law;  it  must  be  understood  in  thia  o«m  i& 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1870.  829 


Heam  v.  Equitable  Safety  Insaranoe  Companj. 


tbis  fonn  that  all  negotiations  antecedent  to  the  date  of  the  policy  were  merged  in  the 
written  iutmment 
The  policy  only  aathorized  a  voyage  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba,  and  at  and  thence  to 
portofadyice. 

The  facts  and  the  terms  of  the  policy  in  this  case,  both  of 
which  are  similar  to  those  of  the  preceding  one,  also  appear  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 
B.  B.  Curtis  and  Walter  Curtisy  for  plaintiff. 
EutchifiM  and  Wheeler^  for  defendants. 

GuFFOBD,  J.    Issues  of  fact  in  Civil  Cases  in  any  Circuit  Court 
may  be  tried  and  determined  bj  the  court  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  jury,  whenever  the  parties  or  their  attorneys  of  record 
file  a  stipulation  in  writing  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  waiving  a 
jury.    18  Stat,  at  Large,  601.    Pursuant  to  that  provision  the 
partieB  in  this  case,  as  well  as  in  the  preceding  one,  filed  a 
written  stipulation  submitting  the  controversy,  both  law  and  fact, 
to  the  determination  of  the  court.    It  is  an  action  of  assumpsit 
on  a  policy  of  insurance,  dated  May  11, 1866,  to  recover  the  sum 
of  four  thousand  dollars,  insured  ^^  on  charter  of  Barque  Maria 
Henry  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba, 
and  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice  and  destination  in  Europe." 
By  a  comparison  of  the  terms  of  the  policy  in  this  case  with 
^e  terms  of  the  policy  in  the  case  just  decided,  it  will  be  seen 
ttat  the  only  difference  between  the  two  is  rather  in  favor  of  the 
defendants  in  the  present  case,  as  the  policy  is,  ^^  to  a  port  of 
discharge  in  Cuba,  and  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice,"  while 
^  the  other  the  language  of  the  policy  is  ^^  to  port  in  Cuba  and 
^  and  thence  to  port  of  advice."    Well  expressed  as  the  terms 
^f  the  policy  are,  it  is  clear  that  by  its  true  construction  the 
Policy  protects  the  insured  in  a  voyage  firom  the  port  of  loading 
*^  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba,  and  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice, 
^4  it  is  equally  clear  that  it  cannot  be  held  to  give  any  further 
P^tection  without  adding  words  to  the  contract  which  it  does 
^ot  contain,  as  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  as  plainly  and  un- 
ambiguously expressed  as  it  can  be  by  any  form  of  expression 
^hich  our  language  affords.    Under  that  policy  the  vessel  was 
^idy  justified  in  going  to  her  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba,  and 
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thence  to  Europe,  and  her  homeward  voyage  was  to  commence 
at  her  port  of  discharge.    Where  the  parties  express  their  inten- 
tion in  clear  and  unambiguous  language,  courts  of  justice  are 
bound  by  what  the  parties  have  written,  and  all  the  authorities 
which  sustain  the  conclusion  of  the  court  in  the  preceding  case 
are  alike  applicable  in  the  construction  of  the  policy  in  the 
present  case.    Evidence  of  usage  in  such  a  case  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted, as  the  terms  of  the  contract  are  incapable  of  any  other 
meaning  than  that  which  is  plainly  expressed  by  the  language 
which  the  parties  have  employed.    Different  views  were  enter- 
tained by  the  plaintiff,  and  he  offered  in  this  case  the  same  de- 
positions to  prove  the  alleged  usage,  that  the  vessel  in  such  a 
voyage  might  go  to  a  second  port  to  load,  as  were  offered  in  the 
preceding  case,  and  they  were  admitted  de  berUj  subject  to  the 
same  conditions.    Suffice  it  to^say,  as  was  remarked  in  the  other 
case,  the  witnesses  prove  that  in  all  Cuba  charters  from  Liver- 
pool and  back,  the  express  stipulation  in  the  charter  party  ]& 
that  the  charterers  shall  have  the  option  of  a  second  port  oE* 
loading.    They  show  the  fact  to  be  that  vessels  in  that  trade  do 
ordinarily  have  leave  to  use  two  ports,  but  the  evidence  does  no'fe 
show  that  they  have  that  privilege  by  force  of  any  usage.    On 
the  contrary,  every  witness  who  says  anything  upon  the  subject;, 
or  nearly  every  one,  states  that  the  privilege  of  the  second  port 
is  conferred  by  virtue  of  the  express  terms  of  the  charter  par^. 
Contract  is  one  thing,  but  usage  or  evidence  of  usage  is  another, 
and  a  very  different  thing.    Usage  will  not  make  a  contract,  nor 
is  the  evidence  of  it  admissible  to  incorporate  into  a  contni/ci 
any  right  or  privilege  to  either  not  conceded  or  secured  by  its 
terms.    If  examined  with  care  it  will  be  seen  that  the  evideaoe 
does  not  prove  that  there  is  any  usage  that  a  vessel  under  a  policy 
whose  terms  are  to  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba,  and  at  and  thenoe 
to  port  of  advice  in  Europe,  may  go  to  a  second  port  in  Cuba  to 
load. 

Nothing  of  the  kind  is  shown  by  the  depositions  oflfored  in 
evidence,  and  without  proof  to  that  effect  it  cannot  be  pretended 
that  the  plaintiff  can  recover  in  this  case.  Correspondence  be- 
tween the  parties  which  took  place  antecedent  to  the  execution 
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of  the  policy,  was  offered  in  evidence  to  show  that  the  voyage  in- 
tended to  be  covered  by  the  policy  was  snch  an  one  as  the  plain- 
tiff assumes  is  now  covered  by  its  terms.  Although  such  evidence 
IB  inadmissible  to  enlarge  or  diminish  the  terms  of  a  written  in- 
flEtmment,  still  the  court  has  thought  it  proper  to  examine  the 
letters  produced.    They  are  brief  and  explicit,  and  it  is  impos- 
sible to  read  them  without  being  satisfied  that  the  parties  at  that 
time  contemplated  the  insurance  of  a  charter  from  Europe  to 
Cuba  and  back  to  Europe.   Such  certainly  was  the  proposal  made 
bj  the  plaintiff  in  his  letter  of  the  2d  of  May,  1866,  and  the 
defendants  by  their  letter  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  8th  of  May 
following,  agreed  to  "  write  upon  the  charter  of  the  Barque  Maria 
Henry  as  proposed  by  you  from  Europe  to  Cuba,  and  back  to 
Eoropo  "  at  the  rate  therein  named.     Such  was  the  plain  lan- 
guage of  the  first  two  letters,  and  the  defendants  in  the  same 
letter  added, "  It  is  worth  something,  you  know,  to  cover  the  risk 
at  port  of  loading  in  Cuba,''  and  to  that  letter  the  plaintiff  on  the 
9th  of  that  month  replied,  ^^  I  accept  of  your  proposition  in 
reference  to  the  insurance  of  the  charter  of  the  barque  Maria 
Henry.    Please  insure  four  thousand  dollars,  three  and  a  half  on 
the  charter  valued  at  sixteen  thousand  dollars  at  and  from  Liver- 
pool to  Cuba  and  to  Europe  via  a  market  port  for  orders,  where 
to  discharge,"  and  without  further  correspondence,  so  far  as  ap- 
pears, the  present  policy  was  executed.    Whether  the  policy  in 
the  suit  before  the  court  is  drawn  in  accordance  with  the  contract 
of  insurance  is  not  at  this  time  a  question  for  consideration  as 
.in  a  suit  at  law ;  it  must  bo  understood  that  all  the  preliminary 
Negotiations  were  merged  in  the  written  instrument,  and  of 
course  such  correspondence  cannot  be  received  to  vary  the  con- 
t^t  as  evidenced  by  the  policy,  and  must  be  laid  out  of  the 
case.    Tested  by  the  terms  of  the  policy  as  it  now  reads,  it  only 
authorized  a  voyage  to  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba,  and  at  and 
^ence  to  port  of  advice,  and  imder  that  contract  the  vessel  was 
'^ot  justified  in  going  to  other  ports  in  Cuba,  as  she  might  prob- 
ably have  done,  if  the  policy  had  covered  a  voyage  from  Liver- 
Pool  to  Cuba  and  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice. 
Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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New  England  Mutual  Marine  Insurance  Company,  Respond- 
ents and  Appellants,  v.  Thoicas  Dunham,  Libellant. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  SHEPLEY,  JJ. 

• 

Where  a  yeMel  in  insured,  snffen  loss  and  damage  by  collision  with  another  Testd,  and 
recovers  from  the  owners  thereof  upon  the  ground  that  such  vessel  was  in  fault  and  the 
cause  of  the  disaster,  the  amount  so  recovered  is  no  bar  to  a  further  recovery  from  the 
underwriters,  if  it  can  be  shown  that  tlie  amount  recovered  in  the  collision  suit  it  not 
equal  to  what  it  cost  to  repair  the  damages  consequent  upon  the  collision. 

If  the  insured  acts  with  diligence  and  in  good  faith  he  may  pursue  his  remedy  against  the 
colliding  vessel,  and  then,  in  his  ac|justment  with  his  underwriters,  he  is  obliged  to  ac- 
count only  for  what  he  received  from  the  owners  of  the  vessel  in  fault 

The  owners  of  the  injured  vessel  may  proceed  and  recover,  and  if  they  recover  full  satis- 
tkction,  or  without  suit  accept  satisfaction,  such  satisfaction  is  a  discharge  of  all  ths 
parties  liable. 

In  this  case  the  underwriters  are  liable  for  the  damage  by  contract,  and  the  vessel  censing 
the  injury,  for  a  marine  tort,  and  the  party  injured  may  elect  against  which  be  wUX 
proceed. 

The  well-settled  rule  in  collision  cases  is,  in  the  Federal  courts,  that  the  damages  MMaembA, 
against  the  respondent  shall  be  sufficient  to  restore  the  insured  vessel  to  the  oonditioix& 
in  which  she  was  at  the  time  the  collision  occurred,  and  that  there  shall  not  in 
ance  cases  be  any  deduction  for  the  new  materials  in  place  of  the  old. 

While  the  District  Court  has  jurisdiction  of  marine  insurance,  it  is  not  excloslve  in 
quence  of  section  9  of  the  Judiciary  Act 


On  the  2d  of  March,  1863,  the  respondents  contracted 
the  libellant  as  the  owner  of  the  barque,  called  the  Albina, 
insure  the  barque  against  the  perils  of  the  sea,  mentioned     oa 
the  policy  of  insurance  in  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars  f% 
the  term  of  one  year,  which  term  was  subsequently  extended   Hbf 
an  indorsement  on  the  policy,  to  the  time  of  the  arrival  of 
barque  at  her  port  of  destination.  Damage  from  perils  of  the 
was  suffered  by  the  barque  on  a  voyage  or  passage  from  Car^Uf 
to  New  York,  but  the  barque  put  into  the  port  of  London,  wlMezv 
she  was  fully  repaired ;  and  the  case  shows  that  the  whole   6i* 
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penae  incurred  for  the  repairs  has  been  adjusted  and  paid  by 
the  underwriters.    Thoroughly  repaired,  the  barque,  on  the  7th 
of  March,  1864,  sailed  on  the  voyage  from  London  to  New 
Tork,  and  on  the  13th  of  the  same  month  she  came  in  collision 
with  the  ship  Donald  McKay,  by  which  she  was  so  much  dam- 
aged that  it  became  necessary  for  her  to  put  back  to  London, 
where  she  was  again  repaired  at  the  cost,  as  alleged,  of  £  5,564 
13«.  2(2.,  and,  having  been  so  repaired,  she  sailed   for  her 
port  of  destination  and  arrived  there  in  safety.    Before  leaving 
London,  the  master  of  the  barque  filed  a  libel  in  the  Admiralty 
Court  there  against  the  ship,  claiming  damages  for  the  injuries 
reeeiyed  by  the  collision,  and  a  cross-suit  was  brought  in  behalf 
of  the  ship  against  the  barque  for  the  same  purpose,  alleging  that 
the  &iilt  which  occasioned  the  collision  was  committed  by  those 
in  charge  of  the  barque.    Both  causes  were  heard  at  the  same 
time,  and  the  court  adjudged  that  the  sole  fault  which  occasioned 
the  collision  was  committed  by  those  in  charge  of  the  ship, 
And  referred  the  cause  to  a  registrar  of  the  court  to  assess  the 
damages.    He  allowed  the  sum  of  £4,634  7«.  5(2.,  rejecting  in 
whole  or  in  part  some  of  the  expenses  incurred  for  the  repairs, 
fiia  report  was  accepted  by  the  court,  and  a  decree  was  entered 
^U^rdingly,  and  the  amount  allowed  was  paid  to  the  libellant. 
'^r  the  barque  arrived  at  her  port  of  destination,  the  libel- 
l^t  caused  an  adjustment  to  be  made,  as  of  a  partial  loss,  de- 
ducting from  each  item  the  sum  allowed  by  the  registrar,  and,  the 
^'^spondents  failing  to  pay  the  balance    claimed,  the  libellant 
filed  the  libel  in  this  case  to  recover  the  balance  so  found,  to- 
&etber  with  fees  and  expenses  of  coimsel  and  witnesses  in  that 
^t,  with  interest  and  exchange,  as  set  forth  in  the  adjustment. 
-Appended  to  the  agreed  statement  of  facts  was  the  stipulation 
^^t  the  cause  should  be  sent  to  an  assessor  to  ascertain  the 
^xnoont,  if  the  court  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  libellant  was 
^i^titled  to  more   than   the  amount  allowed  by  the   registrar. 
Bearing  was  had  in  the  District  Court,  and  the  court  being  of 
^^  opinion  that  a  balance  was  due  to  the  libellant  beyond  the 
^^  allowed  by  the  registrar,  the  parties  appeared  and  modified 
Uieir  agreement  that  the  cause  should  in  that  state  of  the  case 
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be  sent  to  an  assessor.    Instead  of  that,  each  party  filed  an 
adjustment,  and  they  agreed  that  each  adjustment  so  filed  should 
be  treated  and  considered  as  an  alternative  report  of  an  assessor, 
each  party  to  be  at  liberty  to  object  to  the  adjustment  of  the 
other,  and  the  case  to  be  subject  to  appeal  by  either  party.    For 
reasons  not  explained,  it  seems  that  the  libellant  recovered  in 
the  foreign  court  much  less  than  the  full  amount  of  the  repairs, 
and  expenses  made  and  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  collision, 
and  in  the  adjustment  presented  bj  the  libellant  he  deducted 
the  amount  recovered  and  paid  in  the  collision  suit  from  the 
amoimt  of  the  moneys  expended  in  making  the  repairs  and  dis- 
charging the  expenses  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  collision, 
which  left  a  balance  to  be  paid  by  the  insurers.    He  admitted  that 
in  adjusting  that  balance  so  found,  it  was  proper  to  make  tha 
computation  by  the  rule  applicable  in  insurance  adjustments^ 
that  is,  that  one  third  new  for  old  must  be  deducted,  but  h^ 
denied  that  that  rule  had  any  application  in  crediting  the  amoua-fc 
collected  of  the  colliding  vessel.    On  the  contrary,  he  deducted 
the  amount  collected  of  the  colliding  vessel  from   the 
amount  paid  for  the  repairs,  and  the  District  Court  adopted  h 
adjustment  and  entered  a  decree  for  the  balance,  amounting  "to 
$1,700.56  damages,  and  costs  of  suit. 

F.  C.  Lorinffj  for  libellant.  . 

Hutchins  and  Wheeler^  for  respondents  and  appellants. 

CuppoRD,  J.    Amounts,  it  seems,  were  not  in  controversy, 
but  the  respondents  diSered  widely  from  the  libellant  as  to  tlie 
correct  rule  of  adjustment.    They  insisted  that  the  partial  loss 
should  be  first  adjusted  between  them  as  the  underwriters  and 
the  libellant,  deducting  one  third  new  for  old,  and  that  the  libel- 
lant could  recover  nothing  of  them  in  this  case,  as  the  loss,  when 
so  adjusted,  did  not  exceed  the  amount  paid  by  the  colliding 
vessel  or  her  owners.     Suppose  that  to  be  the  correct  mode  of 
adjusting  the  partial  loss,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  libel  should 
have  been  dismissed,  as  the  libellant  was  fully  paid  by  the  amoiui^ 
recovered  in  the  collision  case ;  but  the  district  judge  adopted 
the  rule  of  adjustment  presented  by  the  libellant,  and  entered  a 
decree  in  his  favor  for  the  balance  therein  shown,  and  the  re- 
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spondents  appealed  to  this  court.    Apart  from  the  merits,  when 
the  cause  came  to  be  argued  in  this  court,  the  respondents  insisted 
that  the  District  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  of  action 
aet  forth  in  the  libel.    Both  parties  were  heard  upon  the  question 
of  jurisdiction  as  well  as  upon  the  merits,  and  the  presiding  jus- 
tice entertaining  doubts  whether  the  District  Court,  sitting  in 
admiralty,  had  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
question  should  be  reargued,  and  the  parties  were  heard  a  second 
time  upon  the  question,  the  Circuit  judge  sitting  with  the  pre- 
siding justice.    DifGculties  attending  the  solution  of  the  question 
and  the  opinions  of  the  judges  being  opposed,  the  question  was 
certified  to  the  Supreme  Court,  where  it  was  held  that  the  con- 
tract of  marine  insurance  is  a  maritime  contract,  and  that  libels 
of  the  kind  exhibited  in  the  record  are  properly  cognizable  in  the 
District  Courts  under  the  ninth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  which 
proyides  that  such  courts  shall  have  exclusive  original  cogni- 
zance of  all  civil  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction. 
Ai.  Co.  V.  Dunham,  11  Wall.  21. 

Judge  Story  decided  in  the  same  way  in  De  Lovio  v.  Boit, 
2  Gall.  898,  and  that  decision  had  been  followed  once  or 
twice  in  this  circuit  before  the  decision  of  the  District  Court 
in  this  case,  ffale  v.  Wash.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Story,  183;  Ins. 
Co,  V.  Younger,  2  Cur.  333.  Jurisdiction  in  admiralty  under 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  Congress  must  bo  determined, 

• 

in  a  great  measure,  by  a  just  reference  to  the  laws  of  the 
States,  and  the  usages  of  the  courts  prevailing  in  tlie  States 
*t  the  time  when  the  Constitution  was  adopted.  Cunningham 
V-  Sail,  1  Cliff.  52.  Conclusive  evidence  was  exhibited  in  argu- 
^aent  by  the  liboUant  in  this  case,  that  the  Admii'alty  Courts  ex- 
isting in  the  States  before  the  Constitution  was  adopted  did 
^ercise  jurisdiction  over  such  controversies,  and  in  view  of 
ftat  fact  and  of  the  further  fact  that  the  better  opinion  is  that 
the  contract  of  marine  insurance  is  a  maritime  contract,  the 
Supreme  Court  came  to  the  conclusion  that  jurisdiction  in  this 
^5^  was  properly  assumed  by  the  District  Court.  Such  juris- 
diction, of  course,  is  not  exclusive  in  the  Admiralty,  as  suitors, 
hy  virtue  of  the  saving  clause  in  the  ninth  section  of  the  Judiciary 
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Act,  have  the  right  of  a  common  law  remedy  in  all  cases  where 
the  common  law  is  competent  to  give  it,  and  the  common  law  is 
as  competent  as  the  admiralty  to  give  a  remedy  in  such  a  case, 
as  the  suit  must  be  in  perscmam  against  the  underwriters  named 
in  the  policy.     The  Belfast^  7  Wall.  642 ;  Leon  v.  Galceran,  11 
Wall.  190.    Determined  as  the  question  of  jurisdiction  has  been 
by  the  Supreme  Court,  nothing  remains  open  here  but  the  single 
question  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  adjustment.    Other  questions 
on  the  merits  might  have  been  raised,  but  the  record  does  not 
exhibit  any  exception  as  to  the  amount  allowed  save  what  ap- 
pears in  the  objection  of  the  respondents  to  the  rule  of  ad- 
justment adopted   by  the  court.      Undoubtedly  in  insurance 
adjustments  where  timbers  or  other  materials  are  replaced  by 
new,  the  vessel  when  repaired  is,  in  general,  considered  to  be 
better  than  she  was  before  the  repairs  were  made,  and  the  rule 
of  adjustment  is  that  the  assured  must  himself  bear  one  third 
part  of  the  expense  of  the  labor  and  materials  for  the  repairs^ 
for  the  reason  that  new  timbers  and  materials  are  substituted  for 
the  old,  which  are  supposed  to  have  been  of  less  value.    1  Phil, 
on  Ins.  (4th  ed.)  50.     2  Phil,  on  Ins.  1481.     Peele  v.  Merchants 
Ins.  Co.^  3  Mas.  27 ;  Bradlie  v.  Im.  Co.,  12  Pet.  899.     Much  di 
cussion  of  that  topic,  however,  is  unnecessary,  as  the  general  rule  i 
everywhere  acknowledged  in  the  Federal  courts ;  but  it  is  equall 
well  settled  that  the  rule  in  collision  cases  is  that  the  damag^^s 
assessed  against  the  respondent  shall  be  sufGcient  to  restore  tb^« 
insured  vessel  to  the  condition  in  which  she  was  at  the  time 
collision  occurred ;  that  there  shall  not  in  insurance  cases  be 
deduction  for  the  new  materials  furnished  in  the  place  of  the  oL<i. 
The  Baltimore,  8  Wall.  885.     Williamson  v.  Barrett^  13  Ho^^^ve 
110 ;  Sedgw.  on  Dam.  (4th  ed.)  541.    Attempt  was  made    in 
the  court  below  to  set  up  the  decree  in  the  foreign  court  as 
dered  in  the  collision  case,  and  the  payment  of  the  amount 
covered  as  a  bar  to  any  further  claim  by  the  libellant  upon 
respondents  for  any  damages,  costs,  or  expenses  occasioned    1>J 
the  collision ;  but  that  defence  is  not  urged  in  this  court,  as  it 
clearly  could  not  be  with  any  hope  that  it  would  be  succesafiil* 
Judgments  and  decrees  bind  parties  and  privies,  but  it  is  dear 
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that  the  decree  in  the  foreign  court  was  res  inter  alios ^  and  that 
it  cannot  have  any  effect  here  except  as  evidence  to  show  the 
amount  recovered  hy  the  libellant  in  that  proceeding.    Murray  v. 
Tj)Vfj(yy^  2  Cliff.,  195 ;  Same  Case,  3  Wall,  17.    Where  a  party 
receives  damage,  and  several  are  responsible  for  the  injury,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  but  one  satisfaction,  and  if  he  proceeds 
against  one,  and  recovers  judgment,  and  the  same  is  fully  satis- 
fied, or  if  be  without  suit  accepts  satisfaction  of  one  of  those 
Uable  for  the  injury,  no  doubt  is  entertained  that  such  satis- 
faction discharges  all  the  other  pai*ties.     Grant  that,  still  it  is 
dear  that  that  rule  has  no  application  in  the  case  before  the 
court,  as  the  respondents  are  liable  in  contract  as  set  forth  in  the 
policy  of  insurance,  and  the  owners  of  the  colliding  vessel  were 
liable  as  wrong-doers  for  a  marine  tort.     Randal  v.  Cochran^  1 
Ves.  98 ;  Yates  v.  Whyte,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  272 ;  White  v.  Dohimon, 
14  Simons,  273. 

Full  satisfaction,  though  received  from  a  wrong-doer  as  in 
this  case,  would  doubtless  operate  as  a  discharge  of  the  claim 
npon  the  underwriters ;  but  it  is  equally  certain  that  nothing 
short  of  a  full  satisfaction  would  have  that  effect  in  tlie  ab- 
sence of  fraud  or  proof  of  collusion  or  negligence.     Atlantic 
•&«.  Co,  V.  Storrow,  S.Paige,  285.    Persons  insured  are  at  liberty 
^  such  a  case  to  sue  the  wrong-doer  first,  or  they  may  claim 
^mpensation  from  the  underwriters,  and  leave  them  to  their 
'^ttiedy  against  the  wrong-doer,  which  must  bo  prosecuted  in  the 
^ftine  of  the  injured  party.    When  the  underwriters  pay  the  loss 
they  are  subrogated  to  all  the  rights  of  the  insured,  but  until 
they  do  make  satisfaction  they  have  no  claim  on  any  such  wrong- 
doers.   They  have  a  right  to  expect  that  the  insured  will  act 
^th  due  diligence  and  in  good  faith,  but  they  cannot  be  regarded 
^  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  insured  until  they  have  made 
^^ch  satisfaction.    Prior  to  such  satisfaction  being  made  by  the 
^^derwriters,  the  insured  may,  if  he  sees  fit,  pursue  his  remedy 
^^ainst  the  wrong-doer,  and  if  he  acts  with  due  diligence  and  in 
Rood  faith^  he  is  only  obliged  to  account  in  his  adjustment  with 
*ne  underwriters  for  what  he  receives  from  the  wrong-doer. 

^^ch  is  the  settled  law  in  cases  of  fire  insurance,  and  the  same 
'Vol.  iu.  22 
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rule,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  must  be  applied  in  marine  insur- 
ance in  cases  where  the  suit  against  the  wrong-doers  is  prosecuted 
by  the  insured.  Where  property  in  the  city  of  New  York,  which 
was  insured,  was  destroyed  by  order  of  the  mayor  and  aldermen 
to  prevent  the  spreading  of  the  fire,  and  the  assured  afterwards 
obtained  an  assessment  of  his  damages  for  the  destruction  of  his 
property,  by  a  jury  in  conformity  to  the  law  of  the  State,  it  was 
held  by  the  chancellor  tliat  such  assessment  was  not  evidence,  as 
between  the  assured  and  the  underwriters,  of  the  amount  of  the 
loss,  and  that  the  assured  was  entitled  to  recover  of  the  insurers 
the  whole  amount  of  his  loss  in  consequence  of  the  fire,  after  de- 
ducting therefrom  the  net  proceeds  of  what  had  been  recovered 
from  the  corporation  of  the  city,  provided  such  balance  did  not 
exceed  the  sum  for  which  the  insurers  were  liable  imder  tha 
policy.    Pentz  et  al.  v.  Lm.  Co.j  9  Paige  Ch.  569. 

Apply  that  rule  to  the  case  before  the  court,  and  it  is  clear' 
that  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  was  correct,  and  for  th^ 
reasons  assigned  by  the  district  judge,  ^e  adopted  the  adjusl>« 
ment  presented  by  the  libellant,  by  which  it  appears  that  the 
amount  paid  by  the  owners  of  the  colliding  vessel  was  deducted 
from  the  whole  expenses  of  the  repairs,  and  that  two  thirds  of 
the  balance,  that  is,  deducting  one  third  new  for  old,  were  claimed 
of  the  underwriters.  Certain  other  topics  are  discussed  in  tlie 
brief  of  the  respondents,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  enter  tbat 
field  of  discussion,  as  there  are  no  exceptions  raising  any  such 
questions. 

Decree  affirmed  with  costs. 
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Enoch  G.  Swbatt,  Petitioner  for  Revision,  v.  The  Boston,  Habt- 
FOBD,  AND  Erie  Railroad  Company  and  Seth  Adams,  Petition- 
ing Creditor  in  Bankruptcy. 

^Iroad  companies  are  private  commercial  corporations  within  the  meaning  of  §  37  of  the 
Buiknipt  Act,  and  the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  have  therefore  jurisdiction  to 
i^jadge  such  corporations  bankrupt,  the  same  as  in  the  cn^e  of  other  debtors. 

Chanu:teristics  of  a  public  nature  attach  to  every  corporation,  inasmuch  as  they  are 
crested  for  the  public  benefit ;  but  if  it  is  not  created  for  the  administration  of  political 
or  municipal  power,  the  corporation  is  private,  unless  the  whole  interest  belongs  to  the 
P^veroment 

Tnnsportation  of  freight  and  passengers  from  one  State  to  another,  or  through  more  than 
one  State,  either  by  land  or  water,  is  commerce  within  the  meaning  of  the  provision  of 
tb«  Constitution  which  gives  to  Congress  power  to  regulate  commerce  between  the  sev- 
fn]  States. 

CongreM  has  power  to  enact  that  railroads  created  by  the  States  shall  be  liable  to  the 
pit>Ti»ion8  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 

^h  corporations  arc  not  among  those  means  and  instruments  of  the  State  governments 
OTer  which  Congress  has  no  power  or  jurisdiction. 

<Bssnnich  as  the  exclusive  power  to  establish  a  uniform  system  of  bankruptcy  is  vested 
in  the  Federal  legislature,  it  has  the  power  to  authorize  the  District  Courts  or  their 
^'sters  in  bankniptcy  to  transfer  the  franchise  of  a  railroad  company  in  bankruptcy, 
^  being  a  private  corporation. 

Pboceedinos  in  bankruptcy  were  instituted  against  the  Boston, 

Hartford,  and  Erie  Railroad  Company  in  the  District  Court  of 

ttis  district,  October  21, 1870,  on  the  petition  of  Seth  Adams, 

^^e  of  the  creditors  of  the  company,  and  on  the  2d  of  March, 

^871,  the  company  was  adjudged  bankrupt  on  said  petition.  The 

Petitioner  for  revision,  also  one  of  the  creditors  of  the  company, 

^'i  the  18th  of  March  filed  a  petition  in  the  Circuit  Court  praying 

^'laong  other  things  for  a  revision  and  reversal  of  that  decree. 

'further  facts  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  case  are  em- 

^^odied  in  the  opinion. 

*/.  P.  Converse  and  U.  A.  Kelly  for  the  petitioner  for  revisfon. 
-B.  F.  Buttery  C.  S.  Bradley,  W.  G.  Eussely  and  T.  K.  Lothropj 
^^T  the  petitioner  in  bankruptcy  and  the  assignees. 

Clifford,  J.   Circuit  Courts  within  and  for  the  districts  where 
^^e  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  are  pending  have  a  general  super- 
intendence and  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  and  questions  arising 
^uder  the  Bankrupt  Act,  '^  and,  except  when  special  provision  is 
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otherwise  made,  may,  upon  bill,  petition,  or  other  proper  process 
of  any  party  aggrieved,  hear  and  determine  the  case  as  in  a  court 
of  equity."    14  Stat,  at  Large,  518.     Evidently  the  revision  con- 
templated by  that  clause  is  of  a  special  and  summary  character, 
as  sufficiently  appears  from  the  words  '^  general  superintendence  " 
preceding  and  qualifying  the  word  **  jurisdiction,"  and  more 
clearly  from  the  fact  that  the  power  to  revise,  as  conferred,  ex- 
tends to  mere  questions  as  well  as  to  cases,  and  to  every  inter- 
locutory order  in  the  case  pending  the  proceedings;  and  also 
from  the  language  of  the  second  clause  of  the  section,  that  the 
powers  and  jurisdiction  therein  granted  may  bo  exercised  either 
by  said  court,  or  by  any  justice  thereof,  in  term  time  or  vacation. 
Morgan  v.  Thornhillj  11  Wall.  80.    Power  to  revise  "  all  cases 
and  questions "  which  arise  in  the  District  Court  under  the 
Bankrupt  Act  is  conferred  upon  the  Circuit  Courts  by  the  first 
clause  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  ^'  except  when  special  pro- 
vision is  otherwise  made,"  as  appears  by  the  express  words  of  the 
clause,  and  the  further  enactment  is  that  the  Circuit  Courts  in 
such  cases  may,  upon  bill,  petition,  or  other  proper  process  of  any 
party  aggrieved,  hear  and  determine  the  case  or  question  in  term 
time  or  vacation  as  in  a  court  of  equity,  showing  that  all  Congress 
intended  by  the  phrase  was  to  prescribe  the  rule  of  decision, 
whether  it  was  made  in  court  or  at  chambers. 

Original  jurisdiction  in  all  matters  and  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy is  conferred  upon  the  District  Courts,  and  they  are  autho^ 
ized  to  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the  same,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Bankrupt  Act.    Pursuant  to  that  authority  the 
District  Courts  may  exercise  original  jurisdiction  in  all  suits  in 
equity  as  well  as  in  suits  at  law  which  may  or  shall  be  brougbt 
by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  against  any  person  claiming  an 
adverse  interest,  or  by  such  person  against  the  assignee  touching 
any  property  or  rights  of  property  of  said  bankrupt,  transferable 
to  or  vested  in  such  assignee,  provided  the  suit  shall  be  brou^* 
within  two  years  from  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued  for  or 
against  such  assignee.     Three  conditions  must  concur  in  order 
that  the  controversy  may  be  cognizable  under  that  clause  of  the 
section.    It  must  have  respect  to  some  property  or  rights  of  prop- 
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erty  of  the  bankrupt  transferable  to  or  vested  in  such  assignee, 
and  the  suit,  whether  it  be  a  suit  at  law  or  in  equitj,  must  be  in 
the  name  of  one  of  the  two  parties  described  in  that  clause  and 
agunst  the  other  ;  but  where  thej  all  concur,  and  the  suit  has 
proceeded  to  final  judgment  or  decree  in  the  District  Court,  the 
cause  may  be  removed  into  the  Circuit  Court  for  re-examination 
by  writ  of  error,  if  it  was  an  action  at  law,  or  by  an  appeal,  if  it 
was  a  suit  in  equity,  provided  the  debt  or  damage  amounts  to 
more  than  five  hundred  dollars,  and  the  proceedings  to  effect  the 
remoTal  of  the  cause  are  reasonable  and  correct.  Appeals  under 
that  clause  are  too  late  unless  the  appeal  is  claimed  and  the  re- 
quired notices  are  given,  within  ten  days  from  the  entry  of  the 
decision  or  decree  in  the  District  Court,  and  the  act  of  Congress 
does  not  give  the  Circuit  Court  any  power  to  enlarge  the  time. 
None  of  those  provisions,  however,  apply 'to  petitions  for  revision 
filed  under  the  first  clause  of  that  section,  nor  does  the  Bankrupt 
Act  fix  any  precise  limitation  to  the  right  to  file  such  a  petition 
in  the  Circuit  Court,  unless  it  be  that  the  right  must  be  exercised 
before  the  proceedings  in  the  District  Court  are  closed.  Leave  to 
•pply  for  such  a  revision  is  granted  by  the  act  of  Congress ;  but 
the  act  does  not  prescribe  any  limitation  as  to  the  time  within 
which  the  applioation  must  be  made,  nor  do  the  rules  and  regu- 
lations promulgated  by  the  Supreme  Court  ordain  any  limitation 
open  the  subject.  Littlefield  v.  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  6\>., 
B.  R.  77 ;  14  Stat,  at  Large,  521.  Power  to  make  rules  for  the 
orderly  conducting  business  in  court  is  vested  in  the  Circuit 
Courts  as  well  as  in  the  Supreme  Court,  provided  such  rules  are 
not  repugnant  to  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  are  not  in- 
consistent with  the  rules  relating  to  the  same  subject  established 
by  the  Supreme  Court.  1  Stat,  at  Large,  83 ;  5  Stat,  at  Large,  578. 
^perience,  though  for  a  brief  period,  showed  that  some  regu- 
l^on  was  necessary,  and  the  court  accordingly,  on  the  10th  of 
September,  1870,  adopted  the  rule  that  such  an  application  would 
not  be  entertained  except  by  special  leave  of  the  court  on  good 
^nse  shown  for  delay,  unless  the  aggrieved  party  should  give  the 
'squired  notice  within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  the  order  or  decree 
described  in  the  petition  for  revision.   Rendered  as  the  decree  in 
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the  District  Court  was,  more  than  ten  days  before  the  profli 
petition  was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  Circuit  Court,  fli 
first  question  for  consideration  is  whether  the  petition  forreriM 
is  properly  before  the  court.  Petitions  of  the  kind  must  be  fiU 
within  ten  days  from  the  entry  of  the  order  or  decree  soogiit  b 
be  revised,  unless  the  time  on  good  cause  shown  for  the  delaj,k 
enlarged  by  special  leave  of  court.  Seasonable  apidication  ftr 
such  special  leave  was  made  to  the  presiding  justice,  but  heooril 
not  hear  it,  as  he  was  at  the  time  attending  to  his  official  diAl 
in  the  Supreme  Court,  nor  could  the  Circuit  judge  sit,  as  ki^ 
sitting  in  the  absence  of  the  District  judge,  rendered  the  it 
cree  described  in  the  application.  Necessarily  postponed  as  tkl 
application  was,  it  is  certainly  proper  that  the  question  as  to  As 
sufficiency  of  the  cause  shown  for  the  delay  in  filing  the  petitki 
should  now  be  hoard  and  determined.     16  Stat,  at  Large,  174 

Good  cause,  it  is  conceded,  may  exist  for  such  delay,  and  if 
such  cause  is  shown  in  this  case  the  petitioner  is  entitled  ti' 
be  heard,  but  if  not,  then  the  petition  for  revision  must  bedii- 
missed.     On  the  21st  of  October  the  original  petition  was  pie-  ' 
sentcd  to  the  District  Court,  representing  that  the  railroad  eott* 
pany  had  committed  certain  acts  of  bankruptcy,  and  prajiag 
that  the  company  might  be  adjudged  bankrupt;  as  provided  ia 
§  39  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.    Due  process  was  issued  on  the  Baii0 
day,  returnable  on  the  4th  of  November  following,  and  on  to 
return  day  the  company  appeared  and  filed  a  motion  to  diamiB 
the  petition  for  the  want  of  jurisdiction.     Both  parties  were  w^ 
sequcntly  heard  upon  that   motion,   and   on  the  18th  of  D^ 
cember  last  the  District  Court,  the  Circuit  judge  sitting  in  the 
absence  of  the  District  judge,  overnlied  the  motion  and  decldrf 
that  the  District  Court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  petition.    StA 
jurisdiction  being  still  denied  by  the  company,  their  counsel  ^ 
the  23d  of  the  same  month  filed  an  application  in  the  Circ^ 
Court,  in  the  form  of  a  bill  in  equity,  to  obtain  a  revision  tD^ 
reversal  of  that  decision  under  the  power  conferred  by  the  fi*** 
clause  of  §  2  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.     Considerable  delay  ensno^! 
but  the  petitioning  creditor  and  the  company,  on  the  28th  ^ 
February  last,  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  Circuit  Court  ^ 
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cement  in  writing  to  withdraw  the  application  for  such  re- 
ion,  and  on  the  2d  of  March  following  the  corporation  by 
isent  of  parties  was  adjudged  bankrupt  by  the  District  Court, 
tice  of  that  adjudication,  in  the  usual  form,  directed  to  the 
6ent  petitioner,  at  Woonsocket,  in  the  State  of  Rhode  Isl- 
1,  where  he  resides,  was  mailed  at  Boston  on  the  10th  of  the 
ae  month,  and  it  is  conceded  that  it  was  received  by  him 
that  place  on  the  following  day  in  due  course  of  mail.  He 
ev  of  the  decision  overruling  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  origi- 
[petition,  and  he  also  knew  that  an  application  was  filed  in 
I  Circuit  Court  to  obtain  a  revision  and  reversal  of  that  de- 
ion,  but  he  did  not  know  that  the  company  had  been  adjudged 
okrupt,  nor  had  he  any  knowledge  of  the  proceedings  which 
1  to  it  until  he  received  that  notice.  Proper  steps  were  im- 
sdiately  taken  to  obtain  a  revision  of  that  decree,  but  the  appli- 
lion  for  the  same  was  not  seasonably  filed  in  the  clerk's  office 
required  by  the  rule  recently  adopted  by  the  Circuit  Court  in 
is  district ;  but  if  the  application  had  been  filed  as  required,  it 
(uld  not  have  expedited  the  hearing,  as  the  Circuit  judge  could 
t  sit  in  the  case  and  the  presiding  justice  was  sitting  in  the 
ipreme  Court.  Some  weight  should  also  be  given  to  the  fact 
at  the  rule  limiting  the  time  within  which  such  applications 
Dst  be  made  has  never  been  promulgated  in  the  district  where 
e  petitioner  resides.  Surprise,  especially  when  occasioned  by 
e  act  of  the  opposite  party,  is  often  a  good  excuse  for  a  want  of 
eparation,  and  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  agreement  of  the 
mpany  to  withdraw  the  pending  application  for  a  revision  of 
at  decree  had  that  eflFect  upon  the  present  petitioner.  With- 
awn  as  the  application  was  without  notice,  the  act  of  with- 
ftwal  must  have  operated  as  a  surprise  to  all  who  were  inter- 
ted  to  obtain  a  difierent  result.  Viewed  in  the  light  of  the 
Ending  circumstances,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
Qse  assigned  for  the  delay  in  filing  the  application  for  revision 
Qiis  case  is  sufficient,  and  that  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  be 
*rd  upon  the  merits.  In  re  Alexander^  3  B.  R.  6 ;  Littlefield 
J^daware  and  Hudion  Canal  Co.^  4  B.  R.  77. 
^hree  principal  errors  are  assigned  by  the  petitioner  in  support 
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of  the  pending  application,  as  showing  that  the  order  and  decrei 
of  the  District  Court  should  be  reversed.  They  are  in  substanot 
and  effect  as  follows :  1.  That  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Ae 
do  not  apply  to  the  corporation  adjudged  bankrupt  by  that  decree 
as  a  railroad  corporation  is  neither  a  moneyed,  business,  nor  i 
commercial  corporation  within  the  meaning  of  those  words  Si 
employed  in  §  87  of  the  Bankrupt  Act ;  and,  therefore,  that  th< 
District  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case  set  forth  in  tb 
original  petition.  2.  That  it  is  not  within  the  constitutiona 
power  of  Congress  to  enact  that  railroads  created  by  a  Statt 
shall  be  liable  to  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  as  sucl 
corporations  are  agencies  and  instrumentalities  of  the  State  fa 
affording  their  citizens  safe  and  convenient  highways  for  public 
use,  and  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  freight.  3.  Tba 
the  District  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  adjudge  the  railroa< 
corporation  bankrupt  in  this  case,  because  all  the  property  an< 
assets  of  the  company  had  been  previously  transferred  to  re 
ceivers  appointed  under  a  decree  passed  by  the  Supreme  Conr 
of  the  State. 

Congress  has  the  power  to  establish  uniform  laws  on  the  sub 
ject  of  bankruptcies,  and  having  exercised  that  power,  the  pre 
sumption  is  that  it  was  rightly  exercised,  and  that  all  person 
and  corporations  whose  pecuniary  condition  bring  them  witbii 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  are  entitled  to  the  benefits  which  tk 
act  confers,  and  are  made  subject  to  all  its  obligations  and  ri 
quiremcnts.  Moheyed,  business,  and  commercial  corporation 
are  certainly  within  the  words  of  the  act,  as  §  37  enacts  thj 
the  provisions  of  the  act  shall  apply  to  such  corporations  aa 
to  joint  stock  companies.  Wherever  the  word  "  person  "  is  use 
in  the  act,  it  must  doubtless  be  construed  as  including  corpor 
tions,  as  §  48  of  the  act  so  provides,  but  that  section  cannot  1 
construed  as  including  any  corporation  within  the  provisions  i 
the  Bankrupt  Act,  except  such  as  are  mentioned  in  §  37  of  tb 
act,  as  the  rules  therein  prescribed  regulating  the  proceedin 
in  such  cases  do  not  apply  to  any  other  corporations  than  thos 
previously  named  in  the  same  section.  Corporations  not  thereii 
described  are  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Bankmpi 


MAY  TERM,  1871.  846 

Sweatt  V.  The  Boston,  Hartford,  and  Erie  Railroad  Company  et  al. 

Act,  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  railroad  corporations  are  not 
moneyed  corporations  nor  joint  stock  companies  within  the  spe- 
cial meaning  of  that  section.     Argument  in   support  of  that 
proposition  is  unnecessary,  as  both  parties  agree  to  its  correct- 
ness.    Conceded  as  the  proposition  is,  it  may  be   dismissed 
without  further  explanation  or  remark.     Jurisdiction  is  not 
claimed  upon  that  ground,  but  the  appellee  insists  that  the  word 
**  commercial,"  as  well  as  the  word  "  business,"  preceding  the 
word  ^'  corporations  "  in  that  clause  of  the  section,  includes  rail- 
road corporations,  and  that  the  legal  effect  of  that  clause,  when 
properly  construed,  is  to  give  the  District  Courts  the  same  juris- 
diction in  such  proceedings  against  a  railroad  company  as  in  case 
of  other  debtors.    Whether  the  District  Courts  have  jurisdiction 
in  such  a  case  depends,  in  the  first  place,  upon  the  terms  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  as  they  clearly  cannot  exercise  any  such  power, 
wiless  it  is  conferred  by  that  act.    Power  to  establish  uniform 
l&wson  the  subject  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the  United  States,  is 
vested  in  Congress,  and  the  proposition  is  beyond  doubt  that  it  is 
M  competent  for  Congress  to  apply  such  laws  to  private  corpora- 
tions created  by  the  States,  as  to  natural  persons  or  to  private 
corporations  created  by  authority  of  Congress.     Much  discussion 
of  that  topic  is  unnecessary,  as  the  proposition  is  conceded  by 
flie  petitioner,  but  he  insists  that  railroad  corporations  are  not 
private  corporations,  and  even  if  they  are,  he  denies  that  they  are 
*^cluded  in  the  words  employed  by  Congress  in  the  Bankrupt 
^ct.  Public  corporations  are  towns,  cities,  counties,  parishes,  and 
fte  like,  which  are  created  and  continued  for  public  purposes. 
Such  institutions  are  the  auxiliaries  of  the  States  in  the  imper- 
ii business  of  municipal  rule,  and  have  not  the  least  preten- 
^lon  to  sustain  their  privileges  or  their  existence  upon  anything 
like  a  contract  between  them  and  the  legislature,  as  their  objects 
^ud  duties  are  incompatible  with  everything  of  the  nature  of 
^nipact.     Bonaparu  v.  Railroad^  Bald.  C.  C.  222.     Angel,  and 
•^nieg  on   Corp.,  §   31 ;    Bmel  v.  Jeffersonville^  21  How.  294. 
Municipal  corporations  are  created  by  the  authority  of  the  legis- 
lature, and  they  are  invested  with  subordinate  legislative  powers 
^0  be  exercised  for  local  purposes  connected  with  the  public,  but 
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all  such  powers  are  subject  to  the  control  of  the  legislature  of 
the  State.  2  Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.)  275.  Private  corporations 
are  created  by  the  legislature  for  an  infinite  variety  of  purposes, 
and  their  powers  are  perhaps  as  various  as  the  purposes  they  are 
designed  to  accomplish.  Characteristics  of  a  public  nature  attach 
to  every  corporation,  inasmuch  as  they  are  created  for  the  public 
benefit,  but  if  the  corporation  is  not  created  for  the  administra- 
tion of  political  or  municipal  power,  the  corporation  is  private, 
unless  the  whole  interest  belongs  to  the  government.  Banks 
created  by  the  government  solely  for  its  own  uses,  and  where  tlie 
stock  is  exclusively  owned  by  the  government,  are  public  corpora- 
tions, but  a  bank  whose  stock  is  owned  by  private  persons  is  a 
private  corporation,  though  its  object  and  operations  partake  of  a 
public  nature,  and  though  the  government  may  become  a  partner 
in  the  association  by  sharing  with  the  corporators  in  the  stock, 
and  Chancellor  Kent  says  that  the  same  thing  is  true  of  in- 
surance, canal,  bridge,  turnpike  and  railroad  companies.  2 
Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.)  275.  When  government  becomes  a 
partner  in  any  trading  company,  it  divests  itself,  so  far  as  con- 
cerns the  transactions  of  that  company,  of  its  sovereign  charac- 
ter and  takes  that  of  a  private  citizen.  United  StcUes  Bank  v. 
Planters'  Bank,  9  Wheat.  907. 

Text-writers  everywhere,  in  treating  of  the  subject  under  con- 
sideration, class  railroad  companies  with  banks,  insurance  com- 
panies, canal  and  steamship  companies,  turnpike  and  bridge 
companies,  and  assume  that  all  such  are  private  corporations. 
1  Redf.  on  Rail.  (3d  ed.)  53.  ^'  In  all  these  cases  the  uses  may, 
in  a  certain  sense,  be  public,  but  the  corporations  are  private, 
as  much  so,  indeed,  as  if  thefranchises  were  vested  in  a  single 
person."  Dartmouth  College -v,  Fbodward,  4  Wheat  669.  Rail- 
ways are  created  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  passengers  and 
freight,  and  they  are  everywhere  regarded  as  conmion  carriers 
when  engaged  in  transporting  merchandise  and  the  baggage  of 
their  passengers.  Steamships  which  carry  freight  and  packages 
for  all  who  apply,  are  also  responsible  as  common  carriers.  A 
common  carrier  is  one  who  undertakes  for  hire  to  transport  the 
goods  of  those  who  may  choose  to  employ  him,  from  place  to 
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place  or  from  one  port  to  another.     He  is,  in  general,  bonnd  to 
take  the  goods  of  all  who  offer,  unless  his  complement  for  the 
trip  is  full,  or  the  goods  are  of  such  a  kind  as  to  be  liable  to  ex- 
traordinary danger,  or  such  as  he  is  not  accustomed  to  convey. 
Such  carriers,  whether  by  land  or  by  water,  in  the  absence  of  any 
legislative  provisions  prescribing  a  different  rule,  are  insurers, 
aiid  are  liable  in  all  events  and  for  every  loss  or  damage  however 
occasioned,  unless  it  happened  by  the  act  of  God  or  the  public 
enemy,  or  by  some  other  cause  or  accident,  without  any  fault  or 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  carrier,  and  expressly  excepted  in 
the  bill  of  lading.     The  Lexington,  6  How.  881 ;  Z%e  Cordes,  21 
How.  23. 

Steamship  and  steamboat  companies,  when  incorporated  and 
engaged  in  accomplishing  the  purpose  for  which  they  are  cre- 
ated, and  canal  corporations  not  of  a  public  character,  are  un- 
doubtedly commercial  corporations  within  the  meaning  of  that 
phrase  as  employed  in  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  as  such  are  clearly 
snbject  to  the  provisions  contained  in  §  39  of  the  same  act.     Cre- 
ated as  railways  are  for  the  same  general  purpose  as  the  other  cor- 
porations named,  they  are  legally  known  by  the  same  denomina- 
tioa  and  are  properly  included  in  the  same  classification.     All 
«nch  corporations  transact  immense  amounts  of  business,  and 
^*y  perhaps,  in  view  of  that  fact,  be  well  enough  called  business 
^^I'porations,  but  their  true  legal  and  constitutional  denomina- 
tion, in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  is  that  of  commercial,  corpora- 
^ons,  as  they  are  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  transporting  passen- 
8^^^  and  freight,  which  is  a  commercial  business,  as  it  involves 
^tercourse   and  an  interchange   of  commodities.      Conmierce 
^^ong  the  States,  as  well  as  foreign  commerce,  is  subject  to  the 
^gulation  of  Congress,  and  it  is  well-settled  law  that,  the  word 
Commerce  "  includes  navigation  as  well  as  traflSc,  and  that  the 
power  to  regulate  extends  to  the  vehicles  of  intercourse  as  well 
^   to  the  commodities  to  be  exchanged.     Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  9 
"«ieat.  189.     Power  to  regulate  commerce,  including  navigation 
^d  commercial  intercourse,  was  one  of  the  primary  objects  for 
^ich  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  and  it  is  beyond  every  doubt 
that  the  power  extends  to  commerce  among  the  States  as  well  as 
^  foreign  commerce.    2  Story  on  Const.  (8d  ed.)  4. 
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Regulations  of  the  kind  may  not  comprehend  that  commerce 
which  is  completely  internal,  and  which  does  not  extend  to  or 
affect  other  States ;  but  the  railroad  in  question,  and  most  others, 
are  parts  of  connecting  lines  intended  to  promote  commercial 
intercourse  among  several  States.  Such  corporations,  with  their 
engines  and  cars,  are  certainly  vehicles  of  commerce  among  the 
States,  and  as  such  are  commercial  corporations  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  are  proper  objects  of  regulation 
by  Congress  under  the  grant  to  regulate  commerce  among  the 
States.  Pomeroy,  Const.  L.  244.  Even  an  incorporated  bridge 
company,  where  it  appeared  that  the  bridge  was  a  connecting 
link  between  two  railroads,  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  be 
a  commercial  corporation,  and  no  doubt  is  entertained  but  that 
the  decision  was  correct.     Qilman  v.  Philadelphiay  3  Wall.  729. 

Comprehensive  as  the  phrase,  '^  among  the  States,"  is,  it  may 
nevertheless  be  restricted  to  that  commerce  which  concerns 
more  States  than  one,  but  where  railroads  incorporated  in  differ- 
ent States  are  connected  in  one  continuous  line  of  communica- 
tion, they  are  clearly  instruments  of  commerce  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution,  and  as  such  are  commercial  corporations 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  are  subject  to  con- 
gressional regulation.  Recent  decisions  besides  the  one  in  this 
case  may  be  referred  to,  in  which  it  is  held  that  railroad  corpo- 
rations are  business  corporations,  and  as  such  that  they  are  sub- 
ject to  be  adjudged  bankrupt  as  natural  persons ;  but  some  dif- 
ficulties attend  that  conclusion,  as  municipal  corporations  and 
others  not  liable  to  be  dealt  with  under  that  act  transact  vast 
amounts  of  business  as  well  as  railroad  corporations.  Alabama 
and  Chattanooga  jB.  B.  Co.  v.  Jones^  6  B.  R.  98  ;  Rankin  et  al. 
V.  Railroad^  1  B.  R.  196.  Those  cases  and  others  of  like  char- 
acter proceed  upon  the  ground  that  every  corporation  trans- 
acting business  for  gain  as  its  chief  and  ultimate  purpose  is  a 
business  corporation,  and  as  such  that  it  falls  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  it  may  be  admitted  that  every 
such  corporation  in  a  general  sense  is  a  business  corporation. 
Serious  difficulties,  however,  are  involved  in  the  other  branch  of 
the  proposition,  as  moneyed  corporations  also  transact  business 
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for  gain,  and  it  is  the  chief  and  ultimate  purpose  of  their  crea- 
tion ;  but  they  are  not  business  corporations  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Bankrupt ,  Act,  as  they  are  legally  and  properly  known 
by  a  more  distinctive  and  characteristic  denomination.     Yast 
amounts  of  business  are  also  transacted  by  municipal  corpora- 
tions, but  they  are  not  business  corporations  in  the  sense  of  that 
law,  because  they  are  created  for  public  purposes,  and  exercise 
by  delegation,  a  portion  of  the  sovereign  power  of  the  State. 
Beligious,  charitable,  literary,  and  educational  corporations  are 
not  subject  to  the  Bankrupt  Act,  nor  are  corporations  created  for 
political  purposes,  even  though  they  or  some  of  them  may  trans- 
act large  amounts  of  business,  as  their  chief  and  ultimate  pur- 
pose shows  that  they  are  not  properly  denominated  moneyed, 
•business,  nor  commercial  corporations.    Private  corporations  are 
of  many  kinds,  and  they  are  known  by  certain  appellations 
according  to  the  objects  for  which  they  are  created.    Known  as 
they  are  by  some  denomination  significant  of  their  distinctive 
characteristics,  indicating  their  chief  and  ultimate  purpose,  there 
^1  prove  to  be  no  great  diflSculty  in  determining  whether  they 
^  or  are  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 
fecorporated  banks  not  of  a  public  character,  and  insurance 
^Qipanies  may  be  mentioned  as  examples  of  the  moneyed  cor- 
P^^i^tions  described  in  the  provisions  under  consideration.     Vea- 
^^  £ank  V.  Fenno,  8  Wall.  688. 

Modern  legislation  is  crowded  with  private  charters  creating 

^^^iness  corporations  in  every  branch  of  the  industrial  pursuits, 

*^^d  no  doubt  is  entertained  that  all  such  are  business  corpora- 

^ons  within  the  meaning  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  as  expounded  by 

^^*  the  courts.     Corporations  of  a  commercial  character  are  also 

subject  to   the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  there  is 

^^     question  that  railroad  corporations,  as  well  as  steamship, 

^^^a.mboat,  and  canal  corporations,  if  the  subject  of  private  own- 

^^*^liip,  are  properly  included  in  that  classification.     Direct  au- 

^hox-ities  may  be  referred  to,  showing  that  a  railroad  corporation 

^  ^  commercial  corporation,  and  if  that  be  shown,  it  must  follow, 

^^*^tli  certainty,  that  such  corporations  are  subject  to  the  Bankrupt 

^^t,  as  they  fall,  in  that  event,  within  the  very  words  of  §  87. 
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Jointrstock  companieB,  by  the  Irish  Bankrupt  and  Insolvent  Act, 
are  made  subject  to  its  provisions,  and  the  same  act  also  provides 
that  the  words  of  the  act  shall  include  every  company  and  body  of 
persons  associated  for  any  banking  or  other  commercial  purpose, 
incorporated  by  statute  or  charter,  or  which  derives  any  immu- 
nity, privilege,  or  power  under  any  act  of  Parliament, ....  and 
all  conmiercial  or  trading  companies  or  partnerships,  etc.  Au- 
thority is  given  to  railways  by  the  railway  acts  in  that  jurisdic- 
tion to  borrow  money,  and  a  certain  railway  under  that  authority 
obtained  certain  loans,  and  gave  mortgages  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment, with  interest,  on  a  given  day.  Interest  not  having  been 
paid,  the  creditor  filed  an  affidavit  of  his  debt  in  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  corporation  adjudged 
a  bankrupt.  Objection  was  made  to  the  application  upon  the 
ground  that  railways  were  not  commercial  or  trading  companies, 
but  the  judge  of  the  Bankrupt  Court  overruled  the  objection  and 
sustained  the  application.  Due  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  chancery,  where  the  parties  were  again  fully  heard, 
and  on  a  subsequent  day  the  opinion  was  given  by  the  chancellor. 
He  showed,  in  the  first  place,  that  railways  were  within  all  the 
other  conditions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  then  proceeded  to  say 
that  the  only  question  was  whether  a  railway  "  is  a  company 
for  conunercial  or  trading  purposes  within  the  signification  of 
those  terms  as  used  in  the  statute,"  and  he  held  that  it  was, 
chiefly  upon  the  ground  that  railways  are  "  created  for  the  pur- 
pose of  conducting  the  business  of  carriers,"  remarking  that  in 
general,  tliey  are  common  carriers,  and  recognized  as  such,  with 
all  the  liability  attached  to  that  character.  In  re  Bagnahtm-n 
and  Wexford  Railway  Co,^  16  Irish  Ch.  R.  491 ;  Ex  parte  Bar- 
bery  DeGex  B.  R.  381. 

Reported  cases,  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court,  confirm  that 
construction  and  show  to  a  demonstration  that  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  and  freight  from  one  State  to  another,  ot 
through  more  than  one  State,  whether  by  land  or  water,  is  com- 
merce within  the  meaning  of  that  provision  of  the  Constitution 
which  gives  to  Congress  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  among 
the  several  States.    Express  power  to  regulate  conmierce  among 
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the  several  States  is  given  to  Congress,  and  the  words  of  the 
grant  comprehend  every  species  of  commercial  intercourse,  and 
the  power  is  complete  in  itself,  and  may  be  exercised  to  its  utmost 
extent  without  limitations  other  than  such  as  are  prescribed  in 
the  Constitution.  Oibbons  v.  Ogden^  9  Wheat.  198 ;  Brown  v. 
Maryland^  12  Wheat.  445 ;  United  States  v.  CoombSy  12  Pet.  78 ; 
aintan  Bridge^  10  Wall.  462 ;  Same  Case,  16  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S. 
149 ;  Urie  Railway  v.  State,  81  N.  J.  681. 

Confessedly,  railroad  corporations  are  created  to  transport  pas- 
sengers and  freight,  and  it  is  that  precise  business  in  which  they 
are  employed.     They  must,  therefore,  be  held  to  be  commer- 
cial corporations.    Undoubtedly  the  word  "  business,"  as  applied 
to  corporations,  has  a  broader  meaning  than  the  word  '^  commer- 
cial," as  used  in  the  same  clause,  but  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
Congress,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  to  give  such  a  scope  to  the 
word  "  business "  as  to  supersede  the  words  "  moneyed "  and 
"commercial,"  and  leave  them  without  any  practical  significa- 
tion.   Harris  v.  Amery,  Law  Rep.  1  C.  P.  154. 

Sufficient  has  already  been  remarked  to  show  that  railroad 
corporations  are  not  public  corporations,  but  the  petitioner  for 
revision  insists  that  a  recent  decision  of  this  court,  as  affirmed 
by  the  Supreme  Court,  supports  the  theory  which  he  assumes 
in  his   second   proposition.      Buffinton  v.  Bay,  11  Wall.  113. 
^axes,  in  that  case,  were  assessed  against  the  plaintiff,  under 
^e  internal  revenue  laws,  upon  his  salary  as  judge  of  pro- 
bate and  insolvency  for  the  county  of  Barnstable,  in  this  State, 
*nd  having  paid  the  same  under  protest,  he  brought  an  action 
^f  assumpsit  against  the  collector  to  recover  back  the  amount, 
^d  the  court  held  that  it  was  not  competent  for  Congress  to 
'^pose  such  a  tax  upon  the  salary  of  a  judicial  officer  of  a  State. 
®^te  power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes  for  the  support  of  their 
government  may  reach  every  subject  over  which  the  sovereign 
P^Wer  of  the  State  extends.     They  cannot,  however,  tax  im- 
I^**ts  nor  exports  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  as  they  are 
P**oliibited  from  so  doing  by  the  Constitution ;  and  the  power 
^^^«  not  extend  to  the  instruments  of  the  Federal  government 
to  the  constitutional  means  employed  by  Congress  to  carry 
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into  execution  the  powers  delegated  to  that  government,  by  the 
Constitution.  Congress  may  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  im- 
posts, and  excises  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common 
defence  and  general  welfare ;  but  that  grant  of  power,  when 
properly  construed,  does  not  interfere  with  the  power  of  the 
States  to  levy  taxes  for  the  support  of  their  own  governments, 
nor  does  it  extend  to  the  means  and  instruments  of  the  States 
any  more  than  the  power  of  the  States  to  levy  taxes  for  the 
support  of  their  governments  can  be  held  to  extend  to  the 
means  and  instrument  of  the  governments  of  the  United  States. 
Founded  as  these  principles  are  in  the  nature  of  the  government 
ordained  by  the  Constitution,  and  in  the  relation  which  the 
States  and  the  United  States  sustain  to  each  other  under  that 
paramount  law,  they  are  immutable,  and  they  are  expounded 
and  illustrated  by  a  series  of  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
never  surpassed  in  ability,  wisdom,  and  logical  power  by  any  ever 
delivered  from  the  bench  of  any  judicial  tribunal.  Examined 
separately  or  as  a  whole,  they  show  on  the  one  side  that  the 
Federal  government,  though  limited  in  its  powers,  is. supreme 
within  its  sphere  of  action ;  that  its  laws,  when  passed  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  Constitution,  form  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  On 
the  other  hand,  they  also  show  that  the  powers  not  delegated  to 
the  United  States  by  the  Constitution  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the 
States  are  reserved  to  the  States  respectively  or  to  the  people ; 
that  the  exclusive  powers  possessed  by  the  United  States  cannot 
be  exercised  by  the  Federal  government,  and  that  the  United 
States  and  the  States  in  those  respects,  though  exercising  juris- 
diction within  the  same  territorial  limits,  are  separate  and  inde- 
pendent sovereignties,  acting  separately  and  independently  of 
each  other  within  their  respective  spheres,  just  as  fully  "  as  if 
the  line  of  division  was  traced  by  landmarks  and  monuments 
visible  to  the  eye."  McCulloch  v.  Maryland^  4  Wlieat.  406; 
Gibbans  v.  Ogderiy  9  Wheat.  204 ;  Osbom  v.  Bank,  9  Wheat.  859; 
Brotun  v.  Maryland^  12  Wheat.  448,  458 ;  Weston  v.  Charleston^ 
2  Pet.  449 ;  Dobbins  v.  Commissioners^  16  Pet.  447 ;  The  CoUeetar 
V.  Day,  11  Wall.  124 ;  National  Bank  v.  Commonwealth,  9  Wall. 
861.    What  those  cases  decide,  as  applied  to  the  present  case,  is 
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that  the  States  cannot  tax  the  means  or  instruments  of  the 
United  States,  nor  can  Congress  tax  the  means  or  instruments 
of  the  State  governments.    By  the  word  ^^  means  "  is  meant  the 
reyenue,  taxes,  and  public  securities,  as  applied  both  to  the 
United  States  and  the  several  States,  and  the  prohibition  ex- 
tends to  the  salaries  of  the  executive  and  judicial  officers  and 
to  the  compensation  of  Senators,  members  of  Congress,  and  to 
that  of  members  of  the  State  legislatures.    Officers  whose  com- 
pensation is  derived  from  fees  paid  by  those  transacting  busi- 
ness with  the  office  stand  upon  a  different  footing,  but  the 
question  whether  such  compensations  fall  within  the  reciprocal 
exemption  is  not  involved  in  this  case.    Even  less  difficulty  is 
felt  in  giving  examples  of  what  is  meant  by  the  instruments  of 
government,  as  that  phrase  is  used  in  decided  cases.    Austin  v. 
Aliermen,  7  Wall.  699 ;  Hamilton  County  v.  Massachusetts ^  6  Wall. 
639 ;  Societi/  for  Savings  v.  Coite,  6  Wall.  604. 

Instruments  of  government,  such  as  are  referred  to,  are  the  offi- 
cers, as  such,  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial,  appointed  or  cho- 
sen to  enact,  execute,  and  expound  the  laws,  and  the  public  build- 
ings erected  and  occupied  for  the  uses  of  the  government.   Federal 
loachinery  is  much  more  multifarious  than  that  of  the  States,  as 
the  government  of  the  United  States  is  charged  \^ith  the  national 
defence,  and  of  course  our  forts,  navy-yards,  public  ships,  and  the 
lil^e,  fall  within  the  exemption.   Public  corporations  also  fall  with-r 
^  that  exemption,  but  railways  are  private  corporations,  just  as 
^uch  as  steamship  and  steamboat  companies  or  canal  corpora- 
tions, where  the  stock  belongs  to  the  corporators,  or  as  much  as 
'Moneyed,  manufacturing,  or  business  corporations,  all  of  which 
*^  created  to  promote  the  public  good.    Doubtless,  some  such 
^^rations  are  more  convenient  and  useful  than  others ;  but  the 
9^estion  before  the  court  is  not  affected  by  the  degree  of  impor- 
*^nce  which  attaches  to  the  corporation.  Private  corporations  are 
'^ot  instruments  of  the  State  governments,  and  it  is  settled  law 
^^Bi  railways  are  private  corporations,  as  appears  by  many  decis- 
^^Hsofthe  highest  character.     Dartmouth  College -v.  Woodwardj4: 
^•^eat.  669.     State  governments  sometimes  become  partners  in 
^ch  corporations,  but  the  State  does  not,  by  becoming  a  corpo- 
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rator,  identify  itself  with  the  corporation.  Instead  of  that  the 
State,  in  such  a  case,  divests  itself,  so  far  as  concerns  the  trans- 
actions of  that  company,  of  its  sovereign  character,  and  takes 
that  of  a  private  citizen.  United  States  Bank  v.  Planters^  Bank, 
9  Wheat.  907  ;  Union  Pacific  Railroad  v.  Lincoln  County ,  10  Am. 
L.  Beg.  N.  S.  461.  Apart  from  that  proposition  of  the  pdi- 
tioner,  the  authority  of  Congress  to  subject  railroad  corporations 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  is  also  denied,  because  it  is 
insisted  that  such  a  corporation  camiot,  without  distinct  legislative 
authority,  make  any  alienation,  absolute  or  conditional,  either  of 
the  general  franchise  to  be  a  corporation,  or  of  the  subordinate 
franchise  to  manage  and  carry  on  its  corporate  business.  Sup- 
pose it  to  be  correct  that  a  railroad  corporation  may  not  by  its 
own  act  alienate  any  of  its  franchises,  either  the  franchise  to 
exist  as  such,  or  the  franchise  to  accomplish  the  objects. for 
which  it  was  create^,  still  it  is  conceded  that  it  may  transfer  the 
same  if  so  authorized  by  the  State,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see,  if  the  * 
corporation  is  a  private  corporation,  why  the  necessary  power  to 
enable  the  District  Court  or  the  register,  as  the  case  may  be,  to 
make  the  transfer,  may  not  be  conferred  by  Congress,  as  it  is 
conceded  that  the  exclusive  power  to  establish  a  imiform  system 
of  bankruptcy  Is  vested  in  the  national  legislature.  14  Stat,  at 
Large,  522. 

^  Express  power  is  given  to  Congress  to  establish  such  a  law, 
and  the  Constitution  also  provides  that  Congress  may  ^^  make 
all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into 
execution  the  foregoing  powers,"  and  it' is  clear  that  one  of 
the  powers  previously  granted  is  the  power  to  pass  such  a  law. 
Pursuant  to  that  power.  Congress  has,  in  effect,  provided  that 
the  commercial  corporations  shall  be  subject  to  the  Bankrupt 
Act,  and  that  all  the  provisions  of  the  act  applicable  to  the 
debtor,  or  which  set  forth  his  duties  in  regard  to  furnish- 
ing schedules  and  inventories,  executing  papers,  submitting  to 
examinations,  disclosing,  making  over,  secreting,  concealing, 
conveying,  assigning,  or  paying  away  his  money  or  property, 
shall,  in  like  manner  and  with  like  force,  effect,  and  penalties, 
apply  to  each  and  every  officer  of  such  corporation  or  company 
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in  relation  to  the  same  matter  concerning  the  corporation  or  com- 
pany, and  their  money  and  property.    Prior  to  that  clause,  the 
same  section  enacts  that  ^Mike  proceedings  shall  be  had  and 
taken  "  as  are  provided  in  the  case  of  debtors,  and  the  section 
eondudes  with  the  enactment  that  all  property  and  assets  of 
the  corporation  shall  be  distributed  to  the  creditors  of  such  cor- 
porations in  the  manner  provided  in  this  act  in  respect  to  natural 
persons."     More  satisfactory  regulations  for  administering  the 
Bankrupt  Act  than  are  found  in  the  existing  law  could  not  well 
be  framed ;  and  the  court,  having  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
8Qch  a  corporation  is  a  private  corporation,  is  entirely  satisfied 
that  the  section  of  the  act  which  provides  that  the  act  shall 
applj  to  such  a  corporation  is  a  valid  law.    But  suppose  that  the 
franchise  to  be  a  corporation,  unless  assignable  by  the  laws  of 
the  State,  is  not  transmissible  under  the  Bankrupt  Act,  still  it  is 
unquestionably  true,  as  was  held  by  the  District  Court  in  this 
case,  that  the  franchise  to  build,  own,  and  manage  a  railroad,  and 
&I1  the  property  of  the  company,  are  alienable  and  subject  to  sale 
>nd  transfer  under  the  laws  of  the  State  which  created  the  cor- 
poration.   Hall  V.  Sullivan  Railroad^  21  Law  Rep.  140.     Union 
P<icifie  Railroad  v.  Lincoln  County y  10  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  464. 
Much  discussion,  however,  of  that  point  is  unnecessary,  as  the 
court  here  concurs  entirely  upon  that  topic  with  the  views  ex- 
pressed by  the  Circuit  judge  in  disposing  of  the  case  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court.  Adams  v.  Railroad  Co.^  4  B.  R.  99. 

Extended  argument  to  show  that  the  third  proposition  of 
the  petitioner  cannot  be  sustained  is  unnecessary,  as  the  theory 
o^&ct  assumed  in  the  proposition  is  erroneous,  as  appears  by  the 
^^dence  exhibited  at  the  hearing.  All  the  property  and  assets 
rfthe  company  had  not  been  previously  transferred  to  receivers 
^pointed  under  a  decree  passed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
^tate,  which  is  all  that  need  be  said  upon  the  subject. 
Petition  for  revision  denied. 
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Where  an  orij^nal  patentee  has  deceased  and  his  estnte  is  under  administration,  his  ezeca- 

tor  or  administrator  may  make  a  surrender  and  obtain  a  reissue. 
The  commissioner  may  allow  the  original  specification  to  be  amended  in  the  reissue,  and 
he  may  permit  the  applicant  for  a  reissue  to  redescribe  his  invention,  including  in  the 
new  description  and  claims  not  only  what  was  well  described  before,  but  also  what  was 
suggested  or  indicated  in  the  original  specification  drawings  or  patent-oflSce  noodel. 
New  features,  ingredients,  or  devices,  neither  described,  suggested,  or  indicated  in  the 

original  specification  or  model,  cannot  be  embodied  in  the  new  description. 
An  inventor  described  his  improvement  in  his  original  patent  as  a  process  for  working  over 
vulcanized  rubber  and  moulding  it  into  any  desired  shape;  and  stated  that  in  carrying 
the  process  into  efiect  many  foreign  articles  of  less  cost  than  rubber  could  be  incorpo- 
rated so  OS  to  produce  a  substance  having  all  the  valuable  properties  of  vulcanized  rubber 
at  such  reduced  cost  as  to  admit  of  its  being  applied  to  many  more  useful  purposes. 
The  description  in  a  reissue  stated  that  the  principal  features  of  the  process  consisted  in 
applying  heat  by  means  of  steam  to  rubber  mixed  with  substances  commonly  used  in 
vulcanizing  rubber,  or  to  rubber  compound  which  has  once  been  vulcanized  either  with 
or  without  the  addition  of  fresh  rubber,  the  same,  whether  the  rubber  or  the  compound, 
is  or  not  pressed  into  moulds  or  dies  of  the  desired  fonn,  and  the  steam  introduced 
into  steam-chambers  or  steam-jackets,  and  thereby  conducted  around  the  moulds  or 
dies  which  come  in  contact  with  the  compound  to  be  moulded  into  the  desired  form. 
The  corresponding  passage  in  the  original  specification  was  in  effect  that  the  prin- 
cipal features  of  the  new  process  consisted  in  applying  heat  either  to  rubber  in  its  native 
state,  or  to  rubber  with  the  substances  commonly  used  in  vulcanizing  rubber  which  has 
once  been  vulcanized  by  means  of  steam.    The  description  further  stated  that  the  rub- 
ber compound  while  being  heated  was  pressed  into  moulds  or  dies  to  give  it  the  desired 
form.    Also  that  the  steam  was  conducted  around  all  portions  of  the  moulds  or  dies 
which  come  in  contact  with  the  rubber  or  compound  to  be  moulded.    Also,  by  this  means 
the  process  of  curing  rubber  was  greatly  facilitated,  and  vulcanized  rubber  which  had 
before  resisted  all  attempts  to  remould  it  was  readily  pressed  into  any  desired  shape. 
IJeM^  that  the  substance  of  the  two  descriptions  in  these  portions  was  the  same,  and  thai 
the  original  one  sustained  that  of  the  reissue. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  collect  the  Intention  and  meaning  of  the  inventor  from  the 
whole  specification,  and,  if  practicable,  to  adopt  such  a  construction  as  will  render  the 
patent  available  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  granted.  ^ 

It  was  held  that  the  reissued  pateut  did  not  embrace  the  invention  of  Charles  Goodyear, 
which  was  for  curing  the  native  rubber  when  combined  with  or  in  the  presence  of  sul- 
phur by  submitting  the  same  to  a  high  degree  of  artificial  heat,  and  also  for  a  manufac- 
ture called  vulcanized  India-rubber,  being  a  compound  of  India-rubber  with  sulphnr 
chemically  altered  by  a  higli  degree  of  heat,  because  that  invention  was  disclaimed  in 
the  original  specification,  and  it  was  stated  to  be  the  chief  feature  of  the  invention  to 
cure  again  vulcanized  rubber  and  mould  it  into  any  desired  shape,  and  because  the 
reissue  also  stated  that  the  value  of  vulcanized  rubber  ceased  when  the  article  made  oa^ 
of  it  was  worn  out,  and  that  foreign  substances  might  be  mixed  with  rubber  compound^ 
so  as  to  fonn  a  substance  having  the  properties  of  vulcanized  rubber,  but  composed 
cheaper  materials. 


MAY  TERM,  1871.  857 


Carew  et  al,  v.  The  Boston  Elastic  Fabric  Company. 


Where  one  para^^ph  in  a  reiMue  ipccification  wonid  seem  to  lead  to  a  constrnction  which 
would  make  void  the  reiMue,  explanation  of  its  meaning  may  be  sought  in  a  succeed- 
ing one. 
Where  the  process  and  purpose  are  plainly  suggested  and  understood,  and  the  language  in 
an  original  specification  is  suggestive  of  new  terms  and  names  used  in  the  rei8f*ue,  i^uch 
new  names  and  terms  do  not  show  that  the  reissue  is  descriptive  of  an  invention  differ- 
ent frr>m  that  set  out  in  the  original. 
The  correct  practice  is,  where  infringement  to  any  extent  is  admitted,  if  the  patent  is  held 
to  be  valid,  to  enter  an  interlocutory  decree  for  complainant  and  send  the  cause  to  a 
master  to  ascertain  the  amount  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  recover. 
Uader  the  act  of  July  8, 1870,  where  a  decree  is  entered  for  complainant,  he  may  recover, 
in  addition  to  the  profits  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  respondent,  the  damages  he  has  sus- 
tained, and  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  assess  the  same. 
Profits  are  to  be  accounted  for  in  such  case  by  the  respondent  wherever  the  decretal  order 
tothatefiect  is  entered,  and  if  the  injuries  sustained  by  the  complainant  from  the  in- 
fringement are  greater  than  the  gains  and  profits  realized  by  the  respondent,  then  the 
complainant  is  entitled  to  recover  compensation  for  tlie  excess  of  the  hijuriea  beyond  the 
amount  estimated  for  profits  of  the  respondent. 
Actual  damages  are  assessed  in  the  first  instance,  but  the  court  may  In  its  discretion  in- 
crease the  amount  to  a  sum  not  exceeding  three  times  the  amount  estimated  and  assessed 
as  the  actual  damages  sustained  beyond  the  gains  and  profits  realized  by  the  respondent* 

On  the  29th  of  August,  1854,  letters-patent  were  granted  to 
Daniel  Hay  ward,  since  deceased,  for  certain  new  and  useful  im- 
provements in  the  manufacture  and  in  the  process  of  manufac- 
^ng  Tulcanized  rubber,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  and  on 
^be  28th  of  August,  1868,  the  letters-patent  were  extended  in 
the  name  of  the  executor  of  the  patentee  for  the  further  term  of 
fieven  years  from  the  expiration  of  the  original  term  of  the  let- 
ters-patent.    Subsequent  to  the  extension  of  the  patent,  —  to  wit, 
^^  the  15th  of  December  in  the  same  year,  —  the  executor  of  the 
original  patentee,  by  deed  of  assignment  in  due  form,  conveyed 
*'J  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  letters-patent  to  the  first- 
^^ined  complainant,  through  whom,  by  virtue  of  certain  agree- 
'^^nts,  the  other  complainants  derived  their  titles.     By  virtue  of 
y^^t  conveyance  the  legal  title  to  the  letters-patent  became  vested 
^^  the  assignee,  and  the  record  showed  that  he,  on  the  6th  of 
''^ly,  1869,  surrendered  the  letters-patent  on  account  of  a  dcfec- 
*^^o  or  insufficient  specification,  and  that  a  new  patent  was  issued 
7^  the  same  party,  and,  as  the  complainant  alleged,  for  the  same 
^Vention.    They  also  alleged  that  the  original  patentee  was  the 
^rtginal  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement ;  that  they,  the 
^mplainants,  were  the  owners  of  the  reissued  letters-patent,  and 
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of  tUe  exclusive  right  to  make  and  use  the  invention,  and  vend  the 
same  to  others  to  be  used,  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  be  pro- 
tected in  the  enjoyment  of  that  exclusive  right  during  the  residue 
of  the  term  for  which  the  reissued  letters-patent  were  granted. 
Acquiescence  by  the  public  in  their  claim,  that  the  exclusive  right 
to  the  improvement  belonged  to  them,  was  also  alleged,  and  that 
they  would  have  derived  large  gains  and  profits  from  the  manufae 
ture  of  the  patented  product  but  for  the  wrongful  doings  of  the 
respondents ;  and  they  charged  that  the  respondents,  ever  since 
the  reissued  letters-patent  were  granted,  had  unlawfully  and  wrong- 
fully made,  used,  and  sold  large  quantities  of  articles  composed 
of  the  patented  product,  and  manufactured  in  the  manner  and  by 
the  process  patented  and  secured  in  their  letters-patent,  and  that 
they,  the  res{K)ndonts,  had  received  great  gains  and  profits  from 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  such  articles,  and  from  the  unlawful 
use  of  their  invention.  Process  was  issued  and  duly  served,  and 
the  respondents  appeared  and  filed  an  answer.  The  defences 
urged  were  as  follows :  1.  That  the  executor  of  the  original  pat- 
entee was  not  authorized  by  law  to  surrender  the  original  letters- 
patent  and  to  obtain  the  reissued  letters-patent  described  in  the 
bill  of  complaint.  2.  That  the  reissued  letters-patent  were  not 
granted  for  the  same  invention  as  that  described  in  the  specificar 
tion  of  the  original  letters:patent.  8.  That  the  patentee  in  the 
original  letters-patent  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of 
the  alleged  improvement.  4.  That  the  respondents  have  not  in- 
fringed, except  to  a  small  extent,  the  patented  invention  as  al- 
leged in  the  bill  of  complaint. 

Whiting  and  Musselly  and  J,  JE.  Maynadier^  for  complainants. 

George  Gifford  and  F,  A.  Brooks^  for  respondents. 

Clifford,  J.    Authority  to  accept  the  surrender  of  an  ori^al 
patent  in  certain  cases  where  the  specification  is  defective  or  in 
sufficient,  and  to  grant  a  new  patent  to  the  inventor  of  the  in 
provement,  is  conferred  upon  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  ar 
where  he  accepts  the  surrender  and  grants  a  new  patent,  his  c 
cision  in  the  promises,  in  a  suit  for  infringement,  is  final  f 
conclusive,  unless  it  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  reiss 
patent,  as  matter  of  legal  construction,  that  it  is  not  for  the  s 


MAT  TERM,  1871.  869 


Caiew  H  al.  v.  The  Boston  Elastic  Fabric  Company. 


invention  as  that  secured  in  the  original  letters-patent.  5  Stat, 
at  Large,  122 ;  16  Stat,  at  Large,  206 ;  Sej/mour  v.  Osborrij  11 
WaU.  542. 

Controversies  of  the  kind  where  the  original  patentee  has 
deceased,  and  where  the  reissued  letters-patent  were  in  the  name 
of  the  executor  or  administrator,  have  often  come  before  the 
courts,  and  the  printed  arguments  for  the  respondents  refer  to 
DO  decided  cases  where  it  is  held  that  the  letters-patent  are  in- 
Talid  on  that  account.  Goodyear  v.  Buhher  Co.,  2  Cliff.  866 ; 
Same  Case,  9  Wall.  788. 

Specifications  in  letters-patent  are  frequently  found  to  be  defec- 
tive or  insufficient,  and  where  the  origmal  patentee  has  deceased 
and  his  estate  is  under  administration,  it  is  difficult  to  see  any 
Bolid  objection  to  the  power  of  his  executor  or  administrator  to 
make  the  surrender  and  obtain  the  reissue.    Patents  which  are 
inoperative  or  invalid  by  reason  of  a  defective  or  insufficient  de- 
scription or  specification,  if  the  error  arose  by  inadvertence,  acci- 
dent, or  mistake,  and  without  any  fraudulent  or  deceptive  inten- 
tion, may  be  surrendered,  and  the  commissioner  is  authorized, 
upon  the  payment  of  thirty  dollars,  to  cause  a  new  patent  to  be 
issued  to  the  inventor  for  the  same  invention  for  the  residue  of 
the  period  then  unexpired,  for  which  the  origin'bl  patent  was 
granted,  and  the  repealed  patent  act,  under  which  the  reissued 
letters-patent  were  granted  in  this  case,  provided  that  ^'  in  case 
of  his  death,  or  any  assignment  by  him  made  of  the  original  pat- 
ent, a  similar  right  shall  vest  in  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns."    5  Stat,  at  Large,  122 ;  16  Stat,  at  Large,  106. 

Reissued  letters-patent  must,  by  the  express  words  of  the 
section  authorizing  the  same,  be  for  the  same  invention,  and  con- 
sequently, where  it  appears  on  a  comparison  of  the  two  instru- 
ments as  matter  of  law  that  the  reissued  patent  is  not  for  the 
same  invention  as  that  secured  in  the  original  patent,  the  reis- 
sued patent  is  invalid,  as  the  commissioner  in  that  state  of  the 
case  must  be  held  to  have  exceeded  his  jurisdiction.  Power  is 
unquestionably  conferred  upon  the  commissioner  to  allow  the 
specification  to  be  amended,  if  the  patent  is  inoperative  or  in- 
valid, and  in  that  event  to  issue  a  new  patent  in  proper  form, 
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and  he  may  doubtless  under  that  authority  allow  the  patentee  to 
redescribe  his  invention,  and  to  include  in  the  description  and 
claims  of  the  patent,  not  only  what  was  well  described  before, 
bi^lt  whatever  else  was  suggested  or  substantially  indicated  in  the 
specification,  drawings,  or  patent-office  model,  which  properly 
belonged  to  the  invention  as  actually  made  or  perfected.  Inter- 
polations of  new  features,  ingredients,  or  devices,  which  were 
neither  described,  suggested,  nor  indicated  in  the  original  patent 
or  patent-office  model,  are  not  allowed,  as  it  is  clear  that  the 
commissioner  has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  a  reissue  unless  it  be 
for  the  same  invention  as  that  embodied  in  the  original  letters- 
patent.     Seymour  v.  Osbom^  11  Wall.  544, 

Apply  those  rules  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  it  is  clear  as  any- 
thing in  legal  decision  can  be,  that  the  second  defence  set  up  by 
the  respondents  cannot  be  sustained.  JOertain  parts  or  passages 
of  the  specification  of  the  reissued  patent  are  incorporated  into 
the  answer  of  the  respondents  as  showing  that  the  reissued  pat- 
ent describes  and  claims  an  invention  or  certain  features  of  an 
invention  difiereni  from  that  described  and  secured  in  the  origi- 
nal patent ;  but  the  court  is  of  a  difierent  opinion,  as  everything 
described  m  the  parts  or  passages  of  the  original  specification 
selected  and  embodied  in  the  answer  as  supporting  that  defence 
is  found  either  fully  set  forth  or  plainly  suggested  or  substan- 
tially indicated  by  the  inventor  in  the  specification  or  drawings 
of  the  original  patent.  He  describes  his  improvement  in  the 
original  letters-patent,  as  a  process  for  working  over  vulcanized 
rubber  and  moulding  it  into  any  desired  shape ;  and  he  states 
that  in  carrying  the  process  into  efiect,  many  foreign  articles  of 
less  cost  than  rubber  may  be  incorporated  into  the  rubber  so  as 
to  produce  a  substance  or  compoimd  having  all  the  valuable  prop- 
erties of  vulcanized  rubber,  at  such  a  reduced  cost  as  to  admit  of 
its  being  more  extensively  used  than  heretofore,  and  to  be  ap- 
plied to  many  new  and  useful  purposes.  The  respondents  select 
as  the  chief  ground  of  complaint  the  following  parts  or  passages 
contained  in  the  specification  of  the  reissued  letters-patent 
Pressure,  says  the  patentee,  in  certain  cases  is  necessarily  ap- 
plied in  order  to  give  homogeneousness  to  the  material  and  to 


[MAT  TERM,  1871.  861 

Carew  ef  al.  v.  The  Boston  Elastic  Fabric  Company. 

free  it  from  blisters  and  other  imperfections,  and  where  rubber 
goods  which  were  vulcanized  by  the  ordinary  process  in  ovens  or 
Bteam-boilerSy  are  blistered  or  imperfectly  vulcanized,  it  is  found 
that  the  defects  may  be  cured  by  placing  the  material  between 
steam-jackets  and  under  pressure,  and  that  the  blisters  and  im- 
perfections may  be  removed  by  the  action  of  heat  and  pressure 
there  applied. 

Preceding  that  part  of  the  specification  embodied  in  the  answer 
as  the  one  describing  a  different  invention  from  that  secured  in 
the  original  patent,  the  patentee  states  that  in  some  cases  the 
mere  confinement  of  the  compound  between  the  surrounding 
steam  jackets  or  chambers  may  be  sufficient  without  the  applica- 
tion of  any  actual  pressure  before  the  compound  is  vulcanized, 
inasmuch  as  the  material  always  expands  in  bulk  during  the 
process  of  vulcanization,  which  produces  a  pressure  upon  the 
surfaces  by  which  it  is  surrounded  and  confined.  Vulcanized 
mbber,  the  patentee  in  the  reissued  letters-patent  states,  ceased 
to  be  of  value  when  the  article  constructed  from  it  had  become 
vora  out,  as  it  is  well  known  that  it  possesses  properties  which 
practically  prevent  its  being  used  a  second  time,  and  he  proceeds 
to  represent  that  the  improvement  consists  in  a  new  process  for 
▼olcanizing  and  moulding  any  compound  of  rubber  capable  of 
heing  vulcanized,  and  that  the  improvement  is  applicable  also  to 
working  over  and  revulcanizing  rubber  compound  which  has 
^readf  been  vulcanized  and  put  to  use.  He  also  states  that  by 
the  process  many  foreign  substances  may  be  intermixed  with  the 
ordinary  rubber  compound,  whether  already  once  vulcanized  or 
newly  compounded  for  vulcanization,  so  as  to  form  a  substance 
living  the  valuable  properties  of  vulcanized  rubber  compoimd 
although  composed  in  a  great  part  of  cheaper  materials.  Super- 
^ded  to  those  representations  is  the  further  statement  that  the 
principal  features  of  the  process  consist  in  applying  heat  by 
oceans  of  steam  to  lubber  mixed  with  substances  commonly  used 
in  vnlcanizing  rubber,  or  to  rubber  compound  which  has  once 
heen  vulcanized,  either  with  or  without  the  addition  of  fresh  rub- 
ber, the  same,  whether  the  rubber  or  the  compound,  is  or  not 
pressed  into  moulds  or  dies  of  the  desired  form,  and  the  steam 
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introdaced  into  steam-chambers  or  steam-jackets  and  thereby 
conducted  around  the  moulds  or  dies  which  come  in  contact 
with  the  componnd  to  be  moulded  into  the  desired  form. 
Much  reliance  is  placed  upon  that  passage  of  the  specification  of 
the  reissued  patent  as  showing  that  the  specification  describes  an 
invention  different  from  that  described  in  the  specification  of  the 
original  patent ;  but  the  court  is  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  it 
fails  to  establish  any  such  proposition  within  the  meaning  of  the 
patent  law.  Some  difierence  undoubtedly  exists  between  the 
phraseology  of  that  passage  and  the  corresponding  passage  in  the 
specification  of  the  original  patent ;  but  the  substance  of  the  two 
descriptions  is  the  same  as  clearly  appears  by  comparing  that 
passage  with  the  language  employed  in  the  specification  of  the 
original  patent,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  the  principal  features  of 
the  new  process  consist  in  applying  heat  either  to  rubber  in  its 
native  state,  or  to  rubber  with  the  substances  commonly  used  in 
vulcanizing  rubber  which  has  once  been  vulcanized  by  means  of 
steam.  No  attempt  is  made  to  show  that  the  introductory  repre- 
sentation of  that  passage  difiers  in  any  essential  particular  firom 
the  corresponding  representation  in  the  specification  of  the  reis- 
sued patent,  but  it  is  insisted  that  the  succeeding  portion  of  the 
paragraph  falls  short  of  sustaining  the  corresponding  feature  in 
the  new  patent.  The  court  is  unaUe  to  sustain  that  proposition, 
as  the  patentee  states  in  effect,  in  continuing  the  description  of 
his  process,  that  the  rubber  or  compound  while  thus  heated,  is 
pressed  into  moulds  or  dies  which  give  it  the  desired  form,  ^^  the 
steam  being  conducted  around  all  portions  of  the  moulds  or  dies 
which  come  in  contact  with  the  rubber  or  compound  to  be** 
moulded  into  the  desired  form.  ^^  By  this  means  the  process  of 
curing  rubber  is  greatly  facilitated,  and  vulcanized  rubber,  which 
has  hitherto  resisted  all  attempts  to  remould  it,  is  readily  pressed 
into  any  desired  shape." 

Other  references  to  the  respective  specifications  might  be  made 
to  show  that  the  reissued  patent  is  for  the  same  invention  as  that 
embodied  in  the  original  patent,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  pnrsne 
the  subject,  as  it  is  quite  evident  that  the  new  patent  doQS  no^ 
contain  anything  which  is  not  fiilly  described  or  substantially  sug— 
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gested  in  the  specifications  or  drawings  of  the  surrendered  patent. 
Three  varieties  of  apparatus  are  described  as  sufficient  to  illus- 
trate the  application  of  his  improved  process  to  the  production  of 
different  articles  manufactured  of  rubber  and  its  compounds. 
He  then  remarks  that  the  essential  feature  of  the  process  is  not 
Ihe  use  of  such  a  form  of  machine,  or  of  moulds  or  dies,  but  that 
it  cousisCs  in  ^^  so  introducing  steam  to  the  moulds  and  dies  as  to 
cause  it  to  circulate  entirely  through  and  around  the  same,  or  sub- 
Btantially  so,  so  that  substantially  every  part  of  the  rubber  or 
compound  which  bears  against  the  moulds  or  dies  shall  come  in 
contact  with  a  surface  heated  by  steam,''  softening  the  compound 
BO  that  it  may  be  moulded  into  the  requisite  shape  or  form  by  the 
pressure  of  the  dies.    Special  reference  is  made  to  the  fact  that 
the  words  "  uneven  surfaces,"  **  blisters,"  or  "  smoothing  sur- 
faces," or  "  plating  articles"  are  not  mentioned  in  the  specifica- 
tions of  the  original  patent ;  but  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  that 
Boggestion  to  say  that  the  term  "  mould-ing  rubber  "  and  its  com- 
pounds may  well  include  all  that  is  meant  by  those  particular 
phrases. 

Want  of  novelty  is  the  next  defence,  and  in  connection 
with  the  general  allegation  that  the  original  patentee  is  not  the 
origmal  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement,  the  defence  is 
presented  in  two  or  three  special  forms  which  will  be  noticed  as 
ft  part  of  the  same  defence.  Proofs  were  taken  on  both  sides, 
ftnd  the  complainants  at  the  final  hearing  introduced  in  evidence 
the  reissued  letters-patent  as  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 
Snch  evidence,  that  is,  the  letters-patent  on  which  the  suit  is 
founded  when  introduced  by  the  complainant,  afford  a  prima 
f^  presumption,  if  they  are  in  due  form,  that  the  patentee 
u  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  what  is  therein  described  as 
his  improvement,  and  the  complainants,  when  the  true  meaning 
of  the  claims  of  the  letters-patent  is  ascertained,  are  entitled 
^  the  benefit  of  that  presumption.  Much  difficulty  is  experi- 
^ced  in  determining  the  true  meaning  of  the  specification  and 
claims  of  the  patent,  as  they  contain  many  expressions  tending 
^  support  the  charge  that  the  patentee  of  the  reissued  patent 
^tended  to  embrace  the  invention  of  Charles  Goodyear,  which 
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was  for  curing  the  native  rubber  when  combined  with  or  in  the 
presence  of  sulphur,  by  submitting  the  same  to  the  action  of  a 
high  degree  of  artificial  heat,  and  also  for  the  new  manufacture 
called  vulcanized  India-rubber,  being  a  combination  of  India- 
rubber  with  sulphur  chemicallj  altered  by  the  application  of  a 
high  degree  of  heat.  If  so  construed  as  to  include  that  inven- 
tion, the  letters-patent  would  certainly  be  invalid,  as  that  patent 
was  of  a  prior  origin,  and  its  validity  was  sustained  in  this  court, 
and  affirmed  in  the  Supreme  Court.  Goodyear  y.  Providence  Rvlh 
ler  Co.,  2  Cliff.  372 ;  Same  Case,  9  Wall.  795. 

But  the  rule  ut  res  magis  vaUat  quam  pereat  is  as  applicable  to 
patents  as  to  any  other  instruments  in  regard  to  which  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  adopt  a  liberal  construction  in  order  to  give 
effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Ryan  v.  Qoodwrn,  8  Sum. 
620 ;  Evans  v.  Eatm,  3  Wheat.  612. 

Where  doubts  arise,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  collect  the 
intention  of  the  parties  from  the  whole  instrument,  and,  if  prac- 
ticable, to  adopt  such  a  construction  as  will  give  it  effect  and 
render  it  available  for  the  purpose  of  which  it  was  granted. 
Apply  that  rule  to  the  construction  of  the  letters-patent,  and  it 
is  quite  clear  that  the  specifications  and  claims  of  the  patent  do 
not  embrace  what  was  invented  by  Charles  Goodyear  as  de- 
scribed in  his  letters-patent.  Express  disclaimer  of  any  such 
pretensipns  is  contained  in  the  original  letters-patent,  in  which 
the  patentee  states  that  he  does  not  claim  the  curing  of  india- 
rubber  in  its  natural  state  when  compounded  with  sulphur  and 
lead  by  the  use  of  heat  or  of  steam,  nor  the  compounding  of 
sulphur,  white-lead,  or  coal-tar  with  india-rubber,  and  he  admits, 
in  terms  too  explicit  to  be  denied,  that  ^^  all  those  have  been  the 
subjects  of  previous  patents."  Confirmation  of  that  view  is  also 
derived  from  the  statement  of  the  patentee  in  the  specification  of 
the  original  patent,  that  the  leading  and  most  important  feature 
of  my  improvements  is  the  curing  again  and  reproducing  of  vul- 
canized rubber  from  scraps  or  fragments  wliich  have  once  been 
vulcanized.  Working  over  vulcanized  rubber  and  moulding  it 
into  any  desired  shape  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  maiiL 
feature  of  the  invention  as  described  in  the  original  patent,  bufc^ 
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it  is  certain  that  the  patentee  also  states  that  many  foreign 
articles  maj  be  so  incorporated  with  the  india-rubber  or  caout- 
chouc, either  in  Its  native  state  or  when  vulcanized,  or  otherwise 
prepared,  as  to  produce  a  substance  which  has  all  the  properties 
of  vulcanized  rubber.    India-rubber  in  the  native  state  may  un- 
questionably be  used  in  a'  certain  proportion  as  an  ingredient 
of  the  compound,  but  the  main  feature  of  the  invention  is  to  pre- 
pare old  vulcanized  rubber,  with  or  without  foreign  articles,  for 
a  second  use  by  means  of  moulds  or  dies.    Heat  generated  by 
steam  is  applied,  whether  the  substance  is  rubber  in  the  native 
state,  or  rubber  with  the  substances  commonly  used  in  vulcaniz- 
ing the  same  ;  but  the  patentee  in  the  original  patent  proceeded 
to  say  that  the  rubber  or  compound,  while  thus  heated,  is  pressed 
into  moulds  or  dies,  which  give  it  the  desired  form,  and  that  the 
steam  is  conducted  around  all  portions  of  the  moulds  or  dies 
which  come  in  contact  with  the  rubber  or  compound. 

Enough  is  also  found  in  the  specification  of  the  reissued  patent 
to  lead  to  the  same  conclusion.     Prior  to  the  invention,  as  the 
patentee  in  the  new  patent  states,  the  value  of  vulcanized  rubber 
^'oased  when  the  article  as  manufactured  was  worn  out,  or  had 
served  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  prepared,  as  it  could  not  be 
forked  over  or  used  a  second  time.    Beyond  doubt  the  next  sucr 
<^ding  paragraph  of  the  specification  gives  some  support  to  the 
^definite  and  unlimited  construction  assumed  by  the  complain- 
ants ;  but  it  is  clear,  if  that  view  is  adopted,  that  the  reissued  pat- 
ent would  be  void  in  having  been  granted  for  a  different  invention 
^m  that  described  in  the  original  specification.    Satisfactory  ex- 
planation to  the  contrary,  however,  is  found  in  the  latter  clause 
of  the  same  paragraph,  in  which  it  is  said  that  many  foreign  sub- 
Btances  may  be  intermixed  with  the  ordinary  rubber  compound, 
•  'Whether  already  once  vulcanized  or  newly  compounded  for  vulcani- 
sation ;  and  the  succeeding  paragraph  shows,  even  more  conclu- 
^^ely,  what  the  actual  invention  is,  and  that  the  patentee  never 
pretended  to  embrace  any  of  the  improvements  made  by  the  great 
Wiventor  in  this  department  of  the  useful  arts.   Many  foreign  sub- 
stances, he  says,  may  be  intermixed  so  as  to  form  an  article  hav- 
^H  the  valuable  properties  of  vulcanized  rubber  compound,  al- 
^ough  composed  in  a  great  part  of  cheaper  materials ;  and  he  then 
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proceeds  to  say,  that  the  principal  features  of  his  process  consist 
in  applying  heat,  by  means  of  steam,  to  rubber  mixed  with  sub- 
stances commonly  used  in  vulcanizing  rubber,  or  to  rubber  com' 
pound  which  has  once  been  vulcanized,  either  with  or  without  the 
addition  of  fresh  rubber,  the  rubber  or  compound  while  thua 
heated  being  pressed  into  moulds  or  dies  of  the  desired  form,  and 
the  steam  being  introduced  into  steam  chambers  or  jackets,  and 
thereby  conducted  around  the  moulds  or  dies  which  come  in  con- 
tact with  the  compound.  Pressure  of  some  sort  is  doubtlea 
necessary  in  order  that  the  compound  may  be  forced  into  all 
parts  of  the  mould  or  die,  and  that  the  material  or  manufacture 
may  be  made  smooth  and  uniform.  Objection  is  made  that  the 
word  ^^  blisters  "  is  not  used  in  the  original  patent ;  but  the  objeo' 
tion  is  without  merit,  as  the  process  and  the  purpose  are  plainly 
suggested  and  easily  understood.  Steam-jackets  are  not  named  in 
the  original  patent ;  but  the  language  employed  is  scarcely  lea 
suggestive,  and  fully  justifies  the  action  of  the  commissioner,  in 
granting  the  reissued  patent.  Mention  should  be  made  that  the 
patentee  describes  the  respective  ingredients  to  be  used  in  pre- 
paring rubber  in  its  natural  state,  as  well  as  for  conducting  the 
process  of  re  vulcanization,  or  for  working  it  over  a  second  time; 
but  it  is  unnecessary  to  dwell  upon  that  topic,  as  the  patentee 
states,  in  express  terms,  that  he  does  not  claim  any  peculiar 
compound,  or  any  particular  arrangement  of  machinery,  as  that 
part  of  the  invention  does  not  consist  in  a  new  composition  ol 
matter,  nor  in  a  new  machine,  and  he  must  abide  by  that  dis- 
claimer. Appended  to  that  is  another  statement  which  deserve! 
a  passing  notice,  as  the  representation,  if  embodied  in  a  claim, 
would  render  the  claim  void,  unless  it  could  be  limited  to  such 
compounds  as  those  described  in  the  specification.  He  states 
that  the  process  is  applicable  to  all  compounds  by  means  of  soiti 
able  apparatus ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the  original  patentee  nerea 
set  up  any  such  claim,  and  if  he  had,  it  could  not  be  sustained 
as  it  may  be  that  other  compounds,  not  now  known,  may  yet  \m 
discovered,  which  will  prove  to  be  vulcani^able.  Goodyear  w. 
Providence  Rubber  Co.,  2  CliflF.  275. 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  those  explanations,  as  the  specificatioo 
must  be,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  patentee  intends  to  use  tbe 
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compound  for  yulcanizing  rubber,  whether  old  rubber  or  native 
robber,  and  whether  used  with  or  without  foreign  articles,  to- 
gether with  the  application  of  a  high  degree  of  heat  as  the  pri- 
maiy  means  of  vulcanization  or  revulcanization,  and  that  the 
compound  is  composed  substantially  of  the  same  ingredients  and 
in  substantially  the  same  proportions  as  those  described  in  the 
specification  of  the  great  inventor  of  that  improvement. 

Beyond  question,  the  inventor  in  the  case  before  the  court 
intended  to  use  substantially  the  same  ingredients  as  the  pri- 
mary means  of  vulcanization  or  revulcanization ;  but  he  admits 
that  those  means  are  public  property,  and  he  does  not  profess 
to  describe  anything  of  the  kind  as  a  part  of  his  invention. 
Subject  to  these  explanations  and  qualifications,  he  proceeds 
to  Bay  that  the  first  part  of  his  invention  relates  to  mould- 
ing the  compound  used,  and  consists  in  the  use  of  a  mould 
which  is  heated  by  steam  before  the  compound  is  placed  in  it,  or 
before  the  pressure  is  applied  for  moulding  it,  the  other  portion 
of  the  mould  or  die  being  also  heated  by  steam  and  brought  into 
^te  place  with  force  sufficient  to  cause  the  compound,  which  is 
^fteued  by  the  heat,  to  completely  fill  the  mould,  and  he  states 
^bat  that  part  of  the  invention  is  especially  useful  when  a  com- 
pound is  used  which  contains  a  portion  of  old  vulcanized  rubber, 
'^mediately  following,  and  without  any  intervening  explanation, 
^  the  equally  explicit  statement  as  to  the  second  part  of  the  in- 
^^tion,  which  the  patentee  says  relates  to  the  application  of  the 
^oat  necessary  for  curing  the  cothpound,  and  ^^  consists  in  apply- 
^^g  it  by  means  of  steam  in  steam-chambers  or  steam-jackets,  the 
^  eat  of  the  steam  being  conducted  by  the  walls  of  the  steam- 
^luunber  or  steam-jacket  which  comes  in  contact  with  it."    Care- 
^Villy  examined,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  second  claim  of  the 
t>ateDtee  is  for  the  mode  described  in  applying  heat  by  means  of 
^team  in  steam-chambers  or  steam-jackets,  and  also  the  mode  of 
Conducting  it  to  the  compound  by  the  walls  of  the  steam-chamber 
Or  steam-jacket.    He  does  not  claim  to  be  the  discoverer  that 
^eat  will  cure  the  compound,  nor  even  the  ingredients  of  the 
impound,  as  those  matters  were  discovered  by  an  antecedent 
^ventor.     £xtemal  pressure  is  generally  necessary  to  some  ex- 
tent, and  the  third  part  of  the  invention,  as  the  patentee  states, 
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consists  in  applying  the  necessary  heat  to  the  compound  whili 
under  pressure,  either  external  or  such  as  is  produced  by  fb< 
expansion  of  the  compound  when  confined  in  the  moulds. 

These  claims  are  repeated  at  the  close  of  the  specification ;  bul 
it  is  unnecessary  to  give  them  much  separate  examination,  ex 
cept  to  say  that  they  must  receive  the  same  construction  as  thai 
given  to  the  claims  mentioned  in  the  body  of  the  specification 
Suppose  that  it  is  so,  still  the  respondents  insist  that  the  art  o 
placing  such  compound  or  compounds  in  moulds  or  between  me 
tallic  surfaces  or  dies,  and  then  applying  heat  and  moulding  th< 
same  into  the  desired  form  either  in  large  chambers  or  ovens 
filled  with  steam  of  the  proper  temperature,  was  well  known  anc 
used  before  the  invention  was  made  by  the  original  patentee  ii 
this  case.  They  also  allege  in  their  answer,  that  the  art  o 
smoothing  the  surfaces  of  goods  by  means  of  steam  containec 
within  the  walls  or  chambers  formed  in  rollers  or  dies,  was  alsc 
known  and  used  before  the  date  of  that  invention.  Remarks  re 
specting  the  invention  of  Charles  Goodyear  are  unnecessary,  ai 
it  has  already  been  shown  that  the  letters-patent  in  this  case 
when  properly  construed,  do  not  describe  the  invention  of  th< 
patentee  as  embracing  anything  which  was  patented  to  fbc 
former  inventor.  Brief  reference  only  need  be  made  to  the  pat- 
tent  of  Thomas  Hancock,  as  it  is  evident  that  the  invention  dif 
fers  widely  from  that  of  the  complainants  in  the  case  before  the 
court.  His  moulds  were  difierent,  as  he  employed  the  steam- 
boiler  process,  and  not  the  mould  surrounded  by  steam-chambers, 
as  described  in  the  complainants'  patent.  He  formed  the  article 
in  the  mould  before  he  applied  heat,  and  in  order  to  prevent  tb< 
compound  from  adhering  to  the  mould,  he  employed  silicate  o 
magnesia,  and  applied  the  same  either  to  the  inner  surface  of  th^ 
mould,  or  to  the  article  as  formed  of  the  compound,  and  in  maaj 
cases  he  removed  the  article  from  the  mould  before  it  was  vol 
canized.  None  of  the  mechanism  employed  by  the  original  pat- 
entee in  this  case  is  described-  in  the  specification  of  the  Han 
cock  patent.  All  that  need  be  said  respecting  the  patent  oi 
Samuel  Lord  and  that  of  John  Smith  is,  that  the  patent  granted 
to  the  former  was  for  an  improvement  in  pressing  whole  pieces 
of  woollen  cloth,  and  that  of  the  latter  was  for  the  construction 
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of  moulds  heated  by  steam  or  otherwise  for  shaping  the  brims  of 
hats,  and  that  they  are  not  of  a  character,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
coart,  to  supersede  the  invention  secured  in  the  reissued  letters- 
patent  of  the  complainants.     Such  part  of  the  invention  of  the 
complainants  described  in  the  letters-patent  as  consists  in  the 
means  of  constructing  the  mould,  or  of  modifying  the  pressure 
upon  the  material  while  the  heat  is  being  applied  for  the  purpose 
of  vulcanization,  is  substantially  admitted  to  be  new  and  useful 
within  the  meaning  of  the  patent  law,  and  the  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  each  of  the  three  claims,  if  properly  construed  and 
limited  as  herein  described,  is  valid. 

Discussion  of  the  objection  taken  in  argument  that  the  alleged 
improvement,  as  described  in  the  specification,  is  not  patentable, 
may  well  be  omitted,  as  the  remarks  of  the  court  already  made  in 
defining  the  invention  show  that  the  defence  cannot  be  sustained. 
Grant  that  the  construction  of  the  patent  adopted  by  the  court 
IB  correct,  and  it  follows  that  the  charge  of  infringement  to  a 
certain  extent  is  admitted ;  and  the  correct  practice  where  in- 
fringement to  any  extent  is  admitted,  if  the  patent  is  held  to  be 
^alid,  is  to  enter  an  interlocutory  decree  for  the  complainant,  and 
Bend  the  cause  to  a  master  to  ascertain  the  amount  which  the 
complainant  is  entitled  to  recover.     Such  gains  and  profits  only 
Ci«  were  made  by  the  respondent  in  the  unlawful  use  of  the  inven- 
tion could  be  recovered  by  the  complainant  in  an  equity  suit, 
pvofiecuted  under  the  repealed  patent  act,  as  appears  by  several 
decisions.     Livingston  v.  Woodwarth,  15  How.  658  ;  Rubber  Co. 
'V.  Goodyear^  9  Wall.  804.     DiflFerent  rules,  however,  are  enacted 
ui  the  new  patent  act,  which  provides  that  the  complainant,  when 
^  decree  is  rendered  in  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  infringement,  shall 
^  entitled  to  recover,  in  addition  to  the  profits  to  be  accounted 
for  by  the  respondent,  the  damages  he  has  sustained  thereby, 
^d  the  further  provision  is,  that  the  court  shall  assess  the  same 
^1*  cause  the  same  to  be  assessed  in  its  discretion,  and  that  the 
^urt  shall  have  the  same  discretionary  power  to  increase  the 
^^ages  as  that  given  by  the  act  where  tlie  damages  are  found 
V  a  verdict  in  an  action  on  the  case.     16  Stat,  at  Large,  206. 
Profits  are  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  respondent  in  every  such 
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suit,  whenever  a  decretal  order  tothat  effect  is  rendered  againa 
the  respondent  for  an  infringement^  and  if  it  appears  that  th 
injuries  which  the  complainant  sustained  by  the  infringemen 
are  greater  than  the  gains  and  profits  realized  by  the  responden 
in  making  and  using  the  invention,  and  vending  it  to  others  t 
be  used  as  estimated  and  assessed,  then  the  complainant  is  en 
titled  to  recover  compensation  for  the  excess*  of  the  injuries  sue 
tained,  beyond  the  amount  estimated  and  assessed  for  the  gain 
and  profits  received  by  the  respondent.  Actual  damages  for  tb 
injuries  sustained  by  the  complainant  beyond  the  amount  esti 
mated  and  allowed  for  the  gains  and  profits  made  by  the  respoD 
dent,  must  be  assessed  in  the  first  instance ;  but  the  court  in  it 
discretion  may  increase  the  amount  so  allowed  to  any  sun 
according  to  the  circumstances,  not  exceeding  three  times  th< 
amount  estimated  and  assessed  as  the  actual  damages  sustainec 
beyond  the  gains  and  profits  realized  by  the  respondent.  Prioi 
acts  and  parts  of  acts  set  forth  in  the  schedule  of  acts  annexec 
to  the  last  section  of  the  new  act  are  declared  by  the  first  clause 
of  that  section  to  be  repealed ;  but  the  next  clause  of  the  same 
section  provides  that  the  repeal  enacted  shall  not  affect,  impair, 
or  take  away  any  right  existing  under  any  of  said  laws.  Pend- 
ing actions  are  in  terms  saved  from  all  the  consequences  of  the 
repeal ;  and  the  further  provision  is  that  all  actions  and  causae 
of  action,  both  in  law  and  in  equity,  which  have  arisen  under  anj 
of  said  laws  ^'  may  be  commenced  and  prosecuted  to  final  judg 
ment  and  execution  in  the  same  manner  as  though  this  act  hac 
not  been  passed,"  excepting  that  the  remedial  provisions  of  the 
act  shall  be  applicable  to  such  causes  of  action  if  commenced  and 
prosecuted  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  new  act.  16  Stat, 
at  Large,  216.  Damages  for  the  infringement  of  letters-patent, 
where  the  wrongful  acts  were  committed  by  the  respondent  sub- 
sequent to  the  passage  of  that  act  may,  in  certain  cases,  be  recov- 
ered by  the  complainant  in  an  equity  suit,  beyond  the  gains  and 
profits  made  by  the  wrong- doer ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the  case  be- 
fore the  court  is  not  of  that  character,  as  fully  appears  by  tba 
allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint. 

Decree  for  complainants,  to  be  framed  in  conformity  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 
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Thb  Equitable  Safety  Insubance  Company,  Bespandents  and 
AppeUantSj  v.  Thomas  Dunham,  Libellant. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  SHEPLEY,  JJ. 

CuFFOBD,  J.  Appeal  in  admiralty  from  a  decree  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  in  a  cause  of  contract.  Like  the  case,  N.  U.  Mut. 
Mar.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dunham  [ante  p.  882],  the  matters  in  controversy 
were  submitted  to  the  court  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts. 

Beference  to  the  record  will  show  that  all  the  questions  in- 
Toked  in  the  pleadings  are  the  same  as  those  just  decided  in  the 
o&er  case,  and  the  evidence  adduced  is  also  the  same,  so  that 
the  decision  in  that  case  controls  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this 
case. 

Decree  affirmed  with  costs. 


MAY    TERM,    1871. 


Hiram  Littlepield,  Petitioner^  v.  Delaware  and  Hudson 

Canal  Company. 

before  clifford  and  shepley,  jj. 

■  ^^  f  S  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  which  provides  that  "  the  Circuit  Court  within  and 
^  the  district  where  the  proceedings  shall  be  pending,  shall  have  a  general  sn- 
l^crinteodence  and  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  and  questions  arising  under  this  act,'*  a  peti- 
^  for  a  revision  of  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  refusing  a  discharge,  may  be  enter- 
tained, although  such  decree  was  a  final  one,  and  no  proceedings  were  actually  pending 
^  District  Court  when  the  petition  for  revision  was  made. 

^  word  "  pending  "  does  not  mean  that  the  Circuit  Court  can  take  jurisdiction  of  a  peti- 
tioa  for  revision  only  while  proceedings  are  actually  pending,  and  before  a  final  decree, 
io  tlie  District  Court. 

I^iicharge  by  a  final  decree  was  refused  an  alleged  bankrupt  in  the  District  Court,  May 
12,  lad  his  petition  for  revision  was  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court,  June  80  following. 
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Heldy  there  was  no  ground,  in  the  absence  of  a  mle  limiting  the  time  in  which  sneh  pe- 
titions should  be- filed,  to  deprive  the  petitioner  of  a  rehearing  on  accoant  of  delay. 

An  allegation,  in  a  petition  to  the  Circuit  Court  under  §  2  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  for  rerit- 
ion,  that  he  has  conformed  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  and  is  aggrieved  because  the 
prayer  of  his  petition  for  discharge  was  refused,  is  not  sufficient 

The  petition  for  revision  must  state  in  what  the  error  consists,  wliether  it  be  of  law  or 
fact;  and  the  nature  of  the  alleged  error  should  be  distinctly  stated  for  the  informatkia 
of  the  appellate  court  and  as  notice  to  the  opposite  party. 

This  was  a  petition  by  an  alleged  bankrupt  for  reyision  of  a 
final  decree  of  the  District  Court  refusing  him  a  discharge  from 
his  debts  under  his  original  application.  The  opinion  contains  a 
statement  of  facts,  and  of  the  form  of  the  petition  for  reyjsicm, 
sufficient  to  an  understanding  of  the  questions  involyed  in  the 
case. 

J,  C,  PerkinSj  for  petitioner. 

Caleb  Lamsoriy  for  respondents. 

Clifford,  J.    Leave  to  amend  the  petition  was  asked  and 
granted  in  this  case  before  the  parties  were  heard  upon  the 
issues  involved  in  the  pleadings.    As  amended  the  allegations  ojf 
the  petition  are,  that  the  petitioner  has  conformed  in  all  respects 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  that  he,  the  petitioner, 
verily  believes  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  certificate  of  discharge 
from  all  nis  debts  provable  under  that  act,  and  that  he  is 
aggrieved  by  the  refusal  of  the  District  Court  to  grant  him  soch 
a  discharge.     Therefore  he  prays  that  he  may  have  a  hearing  in 
this  court  upon  the  matter  of  his  discharge,  and  that  the  dedfl- 
ion  of  the  District  Court  revising  the  same  may  be  reviewed  and 
reversed,  and  that  a  discharge  may  be  grafted  to  him  pm^nani 
to  his  petition.    Order  of  notice  was  granted  on  the  petition  &r 
review  filed  in  this  court,  and  on  the  return  day  named  in  tha 
order  the  creditors  named  in  the  petition  appeared  and  demoired . 
to  the  petition,  showing  the  following  causes  of  demurrer :  — 

1.  That  the  petitioner  has  not  prayed  for  any  relief.  2.  That 
he  has  not  specified  what  further  proceedings,  if  any,  are  desiied 
in  his  case.  8.  That  he  does  not  allege  that  there  was,  at  the 
time  he  filed  his  petition  in  this  court,  any  matter  pending  in  the 
District  Court  to  which  his  petition  could  apply.  4.  That  tlie 
rights  of  the  respondents  as  creditors  to  hold  and  dispose  of  th^ 
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claims,  and  maintain  an  action  at  law  on  the  same  against  the 
petitioner,  had,  before  he  filed  his  petition  in  this  court,  vested 
in  them  under  and  bj  virtue  of  the  decision  and  judgment  of 
the  District  Court,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  a  discharge  from 
his  debts.  5.  That  the  petitioner  was  guilty  of  unreasonable  de- 
lay in  filing  his  petition.  6.  That  the  Circuit  Court  has  no  juris- 
diction of  the  petition  to  revise  the  decision  and  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  refusing  to  grant  to  the  petitioner  a  certificate  of 
discharge  from  his  debts  under  the  Bankrupt  Act. 

Remarks  in  respect  to  the  first  and  second  causes  of  demur- 
rer are  unnecessary,  as  they  are  obviated  by  the  amendment 
filed  by  leave  of  court,  which  prays  that  he  may  be  decreed  by 
the  court  to  have  a  full  discharge  from  all  his  debts  provable 
under  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  that  a  certificate  thereof  may  be 
granted  to  him  as  therein  provided. 

Evidently  there  is  no  merit  in  the  third  cause  of  demurrer,  as 
there  could  not  be  any  ground  of  complaint  before  the  decision 
of  the  District  Court  was  rendered.  Had  the  petition  been  filed 
before  the  decision  was  rendered,  the  decisive  answer  to  it  would 
hare  been  that  it  was  premature,  and  if  it  cannot  be  filed  after- 
ward, then  the  provision  is  nugatory,  which  cannot  be  admit- 
ted. By  §  2  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  it  is  enacted  ^^  that  the  Circuit 
Court  within  and  for  the  district  where  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
niptcy  shall  be  pending,  shall  have  a  general  superintendence 
lind  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  and  questions  arising  under  this 
act." 

Reliance  is  placed  upon  the  word  ^^  pending"  as  giving  support 
to  the  proposition  that  it  is  only  while  the  proceedings  are  actu- 
ally pending  in  the  District  Court,  that  the  Circuit  Court  can  take 
jurisdiction  of  a  petition  like  the  one  under  consideration.    In- 
terlocutory orders,  it  is  conceded,  may  be  revised,  but  the  argu- 
ment is,  that  a  final  decree  terminates  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
of  the  Circuit  Court,  as  the  matter  from  that  moment  ceases  to  be 
pending  in  the  District  Court.    Matters  involved  in  a  final  hear- 
ing can  only  be  disposed  of  by  a  final  decree,  and  if  they  cannot 
be  revised  after  they  have  been  disposed  of  in  the  District  Court, 
then  they  cannot  be  revised  at  all,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  orders 
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and  decrees  of  a  subordinate  coart  cannot  be  revised  before  they 
are  made.  Manifestly  the  construction  assumed  by  the  respon- 
dent is  one  which  cannot  be  sustained,  as  it  would  defeat  the 
obvious  intention  of  Congress,  which  was  to  subject  every  ruling 
order  and  decree  of  the  District  Court  in  such  cases  to  the  re- 
examination and  revision  of  the  Circuit  Court,  nor  is  it  neces- 
sary to  adopt  that  view  in  order  to  give  full  effect  to  every 
word  of  the  section.  Jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon  the  Circuit 
Court  within  the  district  where  the  proceedings  shall  be  pending, 
but  the  meaning  of  Congress  in  employing  that  language  was  to 
describe  the  particular  Circuit  Court  in  which  the  jurisdiction 
should  be  exercised,  and  not  the  state  of  the  matters  to  be  re- 
vised, as  it  is  clearly  the  intention  of  Congress  that  all  such  mat- 
ters should  be  subject  to  revision  in  the  Circuit  Court,  whether 
interlocutory  or  final.  Revision  must  be  sought  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  district  where  the  proceeding  took  place  which  the 
petitioner  asks  to  have  revised,  but  he  is  not  deprived  of  a  rem- 
edy, because  the  decree  is  in  its  nature  final. 

In  re  Reed,  2  B.  R.  2 ;  Ruddick  v.  Billings,  8  B.  R.  14. 

The  power  of  Congress  to  pass  the  Bankrupt  Act  is  not  ques- 
tioned, and  it  is  equally  clear  that  Congress  may  create  a  speciaL 
tribunal  to  execute  it,  or  may  confer  that  jurisdiction  upon 
District  and  Circuit  Courts  created  by  the  Judiciary  Act. 
of  the  District  Courts  are  final  in  the  constitutional  seiise,  al- 
though they  are  rendered  under  an  act  of  Congress  which  mak< 
them  subject  to  revision  by  the  Circuit  Court,  and  consequentlsi 
the  right  of  such  revision  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  intere^r^ 
which  the  opposite  party  acquires  in  the  decree.    Rendered,  a.^ 
the  decree  is,  subject  to  legal  revision  in  the  Circuit  Court,  d  o 
party  acquires  or  can  acquire  any  interest  in  the  decree  to  defeaLtB 
the  right  of  such  revision.   Argument  upon  this  topic  is  unneces- 
sary, as  the  final  judgments  and  decrees  of  every  subordinate 
court  are  rendered  subject  to  re-examination  and  revisal  upoa 
due  proceedings  in  the  court  of  paramount  jurisdiction. 

Unreasonable  delay  in  filing  the  petition  for  revision  is  the 
next  objection.  Authority  to  apply  for  such  a  revision  is  con- 
ferred by  the  act  of  Congress,  and  it  prescribes  no  limitation  u 
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to  the  time  within  which  the  application  must  be  made.  Rules 
and  regulations  were  adopted  by  the  Supreme  Court,  but  they 
do  not  prescribe  any  such  limitation,  nor  has  any  such  been 
adopted  by  this  court.  The  discharge  was  decreed  on  the  12th 
of  Hay,  1869,  and  the  petition  was  filed  on  the  30th  of  June  in 
the  same  year.  Special  injury  is  neither  alleged  nor  proved, 
and  the  court  is  of  the  opinion,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances, 
that  the  petition  ought  not  to  be  rejected  because  it  was  not 
filed  at  an  earlier  day.  Until  some  rule  is  adopted  upon  the 
rabject,  the  court  will  not  deprive  the  petitioner  of  a  hearing  on 
that  ground  unless  the  delay  is  manifestly  unreasonable  or  has 
operated  to  the  prejudice  of  the  respondent. 

Want  of  jurisdiction  is  the  remaining  objection  alleged  as 
a  caase  of  demurrer ;  but  the  point  is  without  merit,  as  the 
jurisdiction  is  conferred  in  language  too  plain  to  be  misunder- 
stood. 

Neither  of  the  alleged  causes  of  demurrer,  therefore,  can  be 
^stained ;  but  the  petition,  upon  another  ground,  is  clearly  in- 
efficient.    Objections  available  under  a  general  demurrer  are 
Btill  open  to  the  respondent,  as  every  special  demurrer  is  also  a 
Seneral  demurrer,  and  it  is  a  universal  rule  that  a  demurrer, 
'Whether  special  or  general,  admits  only  what  is  well  pleaded. 
All  that  the  petitioner  alleges  is  that  he  has  conformed  in  all 
Respects  to  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  that  he  verily 
believes  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  discharge  from  his  debts.    Based 
Upon  those  allegations,  he  states  that  he  is  aggrieved  by  the  re- 
fusal of  the  District  Court  to  grant  him  a  certificate  to  that 
effect.     Appeals  in  equity  suits  and  in  causes  of  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  vacate  the  respective  decrees  in  the  sub- 
ordinate courts,  and  remove  the  whole  record  in  the  court  of 
paramount  jurisdiction ;  but  nothing  of  the  kind  is  done  in  a 
proceeding  by  petition  under  the  second  section  of  the  Bankrupt 
Act.   An  allegation  merely  that  a  party  has  conformed  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  that  he  is  aggrieved  because  the 
prayer  of  his  petition  has  been  refused,  is  not  sufficient.     Nor  is 
the  allegation  by  a  petitioner  that  he  is  aggrieved  sufficient  unless 
it  be  also  alleged  in  what  the  error  consists,  whether  of  law  or 


Tisea  in  ttie  uircuit  Uourt,  bat  it  vas  not  tbe  mtentioi 
gresB,  in  this  form  of  proceeding,  to  give  a  party  a  sect 
merely  as  such,  but  to  secure  to  him  an  appellate  bribnni 
re-examination  and  revision  of  rulinga,  orders,  and  At 
the  District  Courts,  and  for  the  reverBal  of  the  same 
they  are  found  to  be  erroneous. 
Demurrer  sustained. 


Joseph  M.  Dat  v.  James  Boffinton, 
before  clifford  and  lowell,  jj. 

Tbe  iklaiy  of  t,  juigt  of  a  court  of  record,  payablg  out  of  th«  trauDry  of  a  I 
iBgHlly  taxable,  as  iocoms  nndet  the  internal  reveaae  laws  of  Ibe  United 
govenuneat  of  the  UoiCed  Slates  bkiing  no  pover  under  ths  Conatitatloa  1 
tax. 

This  was  an  action  of  contract  to  recover  the  amount 
assessed  under  the  Internal  rerenue  laws  of  the  Unitei 
upon  the  plaintiffs  salary  as  judge  of  probate  and  in 
for  the  County  of  Barnstable,  in  the  commonwealth  o 
chusetts. 

It  iras  argued  before  Clifford  and  Lowell,  JJ.,  at  the 
term,  1869,  upon  the  following  agreed  facts :  "  That  the 
was,  during  the  years  1866  and  1867,  a  judicial  ofiGoe 
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stable  is  within  said  First  Congressional  District.  That  in  said 
jears  1866  and  1867,  the  United  States  Assessor  of  Internal 
Revenue  for  said  First  Congressional  District,  against  the  writ- 
ten protests  of  the  plaintiff,  made  before  assessment,  assessed 
upon  his  salary  as  judge,  as  aforesaid,  taxes  amounting  in  all  to 
$61.51.  That  against  the  written  protests  of  the  plaintiff,  before 
collection  thereof,  delivered  to  the  defendant,  the  defendant  col- 
lected said  taxes  of  the  plaintiff.  That  the  plaintiff's  salary  as 
judge,  as  aforesaid,  is  fixed  by  law,  and  is  payable  out  of  the 
treasury  of  said  Commonwealth,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  in  all 
respects  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  revenue  laws  of 
the  United  States  prescribing  the  conditions  under  which  actions 
may  be  brought  for  the  recovery  of  taxes  illegally  assessed  under 
said  laws." 
Ihmght  Foster,  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  question  before  the  court  is  whether  the  salary  of  a  judge 
of  a  court  of  record,  payable  out  of  the  treasury  of  the  State  of 
Hassachusetts,  is  legally  taxable  as  income  under  the  internal 
revenue  laws  of  the  United  States. 

"  The  powers  of  the  general  government  and  of  the  State, 
although  both  exist  and  are  exercised  within  the  same  territorial 
limits,  are  yet  separate  and  distinct  sovereignties  acting  sepa- 
rately and  independently  of  each  other  within  their  respective 
spheres."  Ahleman  v.  Booths  21  How.  616.  The  sphere  of 
action  appropriated  to  each  is  as  far  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
other  ^^  as  if  the  line  of  division  was  traced  by  landmarks  and 
XQonuments  visible  to  the  eye Each  is  sovereign  and  in- 
dependent in  its  sphere  of  action,  and  exempt  from  the  inter- 
ference or  control  of  the  other  either  in  the  means  employed  or 
functions  exercised."  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  New  York  City,  2 
Black.  685.  '^  The  people  of  each  State  compose  a  state  having 
its  own  government  and  endowed  with  all  the  functions  essential 
to  separate  and  independent  existence.  In  many  articles  of  the 
Constitution  the  necessary  existence  of  the  States,  and,  within 
fheir  proper  spheres,  the  independent  authority  of  the  States, 
is  distinctly  recognized."  Lane  Co.  v.  Oregon,  7  Wall.  76. 
**That  the  power  to  tax  involves  the  power  to  destroy;  that 
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the  power  to  destroy  may  defeat  and  render  useless  the  power 
to  create  ;  that  there  is  a  plain  repugnance  in  conferring  on 
one  government  a  power  to  control  the  constitutional  measures 
of  another,  ....  are  propositions  not  to  be  denied."  McCtd- 
loch  V.  Maryland^  4  Wheat.  430.  "  The  right  of  taxation  when 
it  exists  is  necessarily  unlimited  in  its  nature.  It  carries  with  it 
inherently  the  power  to  embarrass  and  destroy."  Austin  v.  The 
Alderman,  7  Wall.  699. 

The  precise  converse  of  the  question  now  under  discussion  was 
decided  in  JDobbins  v.  Commissioners  of  Erie  Co.^  16  Pet.  435. 
There,  under  a  law  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  a  tax  was  im- 
posed on  "  the  emoluments  of  the  office  "  of  the  captain  of  a 
United  States  revenue  cutter.  It  was  said  by  the  court  to  be 
"  levied  on  a  valuation  of  the  income  of  the  office."  Page  445. 
And  it  was  held  that  this  could  not  be  done  constitutionally. 

The  general  principles  relied  upon  in  the  present  cause  are 
affirmed  in  an  unbroken  series  of  adjudications  commencing^ 
half  a  century  ago,  with  McCulloch  v.  Maryland,  4  Wheat.  316,,^ 
and  coming  down  to  Society  for  Savings  v.  CoitCy  6  Wall.  594,^ 
and  other  cases  in  the  same  volume,  in  which  the  opinions  of  thc^ 
court  were  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Clifford :  see  also  Westar^^ 
V.    Charleston,    2  Pet.   449;    Bank    Tax   Case,  2  Wall.   200 
Van  Allen  v.  Assessors,  3  Wall.  573.     It  is  clearly  establish 
by  Weston  v.  Charleston,  and  Dobbin  v.  Commissioners  of  Erie  Co 
that  no  valid  distinction  can  be  drawn  between  the  taxation 
an  office  itself  eo  nomine  and  the  taxation  in  a  general  asse 
ment  upon  incomes  of  the  salary  or  emoluments  of  an  o 
which  are  the  legal  compensation  for  the  performance  of  officie^J 
duties,  and  are  presumed  to  be  only  such  adequate  remuneratioxi 
as  is  requisite  to  secure  the  services  of  a  competent  incumbeai^ 
In  each  case  it  is  held  to  be  a  fatal  objection  to  the  power  to  la/ 
such  a  tax ;  that  if  admitted  to  exist  at  all  there  can  be  no  limit 
to  the  extent  to  which  the  imposition  may  be  carried.     The 
office  taxed  exists  only  at  the  mercy  of  the  taxing  power.    In 
the  cases  heretofore  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  the  taxes  adjudged  invalid  have  been  imposed  by  State 
legislation  upon  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  government, 
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and  there  has  existed  an  additional  obstacle  in  the  fact  that  the 
Federal  government  is  declared  by  the  Constitution  to  be  su- 
preme within  its  sphere  of  action.  But  this  has  been  adverted 
to  and  relied  upon  by  the  court  only  as  a  cumulative  argument, 
and  by  no  means  as  the  principal  or  essential  foundation  of  the 
decisions  which  have  been  made. 

The  right  of  the  State  to  exist  as  a  body  politic,  to  have 
a  government  with  executive,  legislative  and  judicial  depart- 
ments, to  have  State  offices  filled  and  their  duties  performed, 
does  not  depend  upon  the  will  or  forbearance  of  Congress.  But 
if  State  offices  or  their  emoluments  are  taxable  at  all  by  the  Fed- 
eral government,  that  taxation  may  be  carried  to  the  point  of 
destruction.  To  admit  the  principle  is  to  admit  the  power  of 
Congress  to  tax  every  State  government  out  of  existence. 

The  act  of  Congress  (July  1,  1862,  12  U.  S.  Stat.  483) 
which  required  stamps  to  be  affixed  to  writs  and  other  original 
processes  in  courts  of  record  was  held  by  the  highest  tribunals 
of  several  States  to  be  unconstitutional  in  its  application  to  State 
courts.  Warren  v.  Paul,  22  Ind.  276.  Uni(m  Bank  v.  JERllj 
8  Cald.  (Tenn.),  825 ;  JoneB  v.  Keep,  19  Wis.  869 ;  Fifield  v. 
Clo9e,  16  Mich.  605.  And  this  provision  was  repealed  by  Con- 
gress soon  after  these  decisions  were  published.  It  is  believed 
that  the  reasoning  of  these  respectable  authorities  will  be  found 
to  be  fully  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.  See  also  Carpenter  v. 
Snelling,  97  Mass.  462. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  no  attempt  to  impugn  the  constitu- 
tionality of  an  act  of  Congress.  We  are  dealing  only  with  a 
question  of  construction.  The  court  is  merely  called  upon  to 
limit  the  application  of  general  language  by  excluding  from  its 
operation  a  description  of  income,  which  there  is  no  reason  to 
believe  that  Congress  intended  to  embrace.  The  internal  rev- 
enue laws  do  not  in  terms  impose  any  tax  on  State  offices,  or 
their  emoluments,  or  the  income  derived  therefrom;  and,  consid- 
ering the  well-settled  and  universally  known  principles  of  consti- 
tutional law  on  this  subject,  it  is  fair  to  conclude  that  if  such  an 
intention  had  existed  it  would  have  been  expressed  in  special 
and  explicit  provisions  of  the  act.     United  States  v.   CoombSy 
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12  Pet.  72.  ^'  General  terms  should  be  so  limited  in  their  appli- 
cation as  not  to  lead  to  injustice,  oppression,  or  an  absurd  conse- 
quence. It  will  always  therefore  be  presumed  that  the  legislature 
intended  exceptions  to  its  language,  which  would  avoid  results 
of  this  character."     United  States  v.  Eirbi/y  7  Wall.  486- 

John  0.  Hopes,  for  the  defendant. 

By  §  8  of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  it  is  provided,  that  ^^  Congress  shall  have  power  to  lay 
and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  and  excises,  to  pay  the  debts 
and  provide  for  the  common  defence  and  general  welfare  of 
the  United  States ;  but  all  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  shall 
be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States."  In  pursuance 
of  this  provision  of  the  Constitution,  the  statutes  of  the  30th  of 
June,  1864,  of  the  8d  of  March,  1865,  and  the  2d  of  March, 
1867,  were  passed  by  the  Thirty-Eighth  and  Thirty-Ninth  Con- 
gresses. 13  Stat,  at  Large,  281  (§  116),  479  (§  1) ;  14  Stat, 
at  Large,  137  (§  9),  477  (§  13).  These  statutes  impose  a  tax 
of  five  per  centum  on  the  gains,  profits,  and  income  of  every 
person  residing  in  the  United  States,  derived  from  any  source 
whatever.  Under  these  statutes  the  plaintiff  was  assessed  upon 
his  salary,  as  judge  of  probate,  paid  him  by  the  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts.   This  tax  he  seeks  to  recover  back  in  this  action. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  United  States  government  can 
lawfully  impose  a  tax  upon  a  salary  paid  by  a  State  to  an  officer 
of  that  State. 

I.  It  is  obvious,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  Constitution  and 
the  statutes  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  government. 
The  only  limitation  imposed  in  terms  by  the  Constitution  on  the 
general  power  of  taxation  is,  that  the  taxes  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  country.  That  this  limitation  has  been  duly 
observed  in  laying  the  tax  in  question  is  not  denied. 

n.  But  it  is  urged  that  there  is  an  implied  limitation  to  the 
power  of  taxation  granted  by  the  Constitution,  namely,  that  it 
shall  not  be  so  exercised  as  to  destroy  or  even  impair  the  (so- 
called)  sovereignty  of  the  States,  or  in  any  way  injuriously  to 
affect  the  State  governments ;  and  further,  that  this  tax,  if  as- 
sessed upon  State  officials,  is  in  direct  conflict  with  this  limita- 
tion, and  is  therefore  unconstitutional. 
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1.  We  deny  that  there  is  any  such  implied  limitation. 

There  is  no  necessary  implication  of  this  nature  growing  out 
of  the  relations  of  the  States  to  the  Federal  government.  The 
same  people  that  through  the  Federal  government  lay  the  tax 
in  question^  establish,  in  the  different  States,  the  oflScers  and 
the  institutions  upon  the  income  and  gains  of  which  the  tax  is 
assessed.  The  tax  thus  imposed  by  the  people  of  all  the  States, 
acting  through  their  Representatives  in  Congress,  is  uniform 
throughout  all  the  States.  Taxation  and  representi^tion  go  to- 
gether. There  is  an  implied  limitation  on  the  power  of  a  State 
to  tax,  however,  in  that  a  State  cannot  tax  the  institutions  and 
officers  of  the  Federal  government.  Here  there  is  necessarily  to 
be  implied  a  restriction  on  the  power  of  the  States,  for  such 
taxes  are  not  imiform  or  equal  throughout  the  country ;  nor  are 
they  imposed  by  the  same  power  which  creates  the  offices  and 
institutions  taxed  ;  and  they  render  it  possible  for  one  State  to 
hinder  and  obstruct  the  workings  of  the  superior  and  inde- 
pendent sovereignty  of  the  United  States.  McCulloch  v.  Mary- 
land  J  4  Wheat.  316 ;  Osbom  v.  United  States  Bankj  9  Wheat. 
738 ;  Weston  v.  Charleston^  2  Pet.  449 ;  Dobbin  v.  Commissioners 
of  Erie  Co.,  16  Pet.  435 ;  Story  on  the  Const.,  §  1053  ;  Cooley's 
Const.  Limit.,  479-481 ;  Bank  of  Commerce  y.  New  York  City, 
2  Black,  620;  1  Kent's  Com.,  425-429;  Bank  Tax  Case,  2 
Wall.  200. 

The  claim  that  the  banks,  offices  of  trust  and  profit,  bonds, 
etc.  of  the  State  governments  are,  by  the  converse  application 
of  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited  above,  exempted 
from  taxation  by  the  United  States  government,  is  not  tena- 
ble. The  result  would  be  to  exempt  from  Federal  taxation  an 
enormous  amount  of  property ;  for  not  only  would  State  bonds 
be  exempt,  but  also  all  railroad  and  other  bonds  guaranteed  by 
States,  all  bonds  of  municipal  corporations,  —  the  creatures  of 
the  State  governments,  —  and,  in  fact,  it  is  difficult  to  say  where 
the  line  could  be  drawn.  The  power  of  taxation  granted  by 
the  Constitution  to  the  general  government  would  in  great 
measure  be  rendered  nugatory. 

To  support  this  enormous  claim  of  exemption  from  national 
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taxes,  it  is  ui'ged  that  ^^  the  States  are  to  exist  with  iudependenl 
powers  and  institutions  within  their  spheres/'  just  as  ^'thc 
Federal  government  is  to  exist  with  independent  powers  and 
institutions  within  its  sphere";  and  that,  consequentlj,  the 
Federal  government  cannot  tax  the  agencies  and  instnimenti 
used  by  the  States  to  carry  on  government  within  their  own 
proper  spheres. 

See  remarks  of  Marshall,  C.  J.,  in  McCulhch  v.  Maryland. 
4  Wheat.  429,  436 ;  Warren  v.  Paul,  22  Ind.  279 ;  Bemey  v. 
Taoo-Collectory  2  Bailey,  So.  Car.  654 ;  see  also  Bank  of  Commerce 
V.  Commissioners  of  Taxes,  etc.,  23  N.  T.  192,  reversed  in  S 
Black,  620 ;  Fifield  v.  Close,  15  Mich.*  509.  But  this  is  men 
theory,  not  law.  The  real  and  only  subject  for  inquiry  in  sudi 
cases  is,  not  whether  the  person  or  thing  affected  is  part  and 
parcel  of  the  machinery  of  a  State  government,  but  whether  the 
Federal  government  is  acting  under  one  of  its  enumerated  (oi 
necessarily  implied)  powers.  Thus,  if  a  State  bank  or  railroad 
is  taxed,  the  question  is,  not  whether  these  institutions  are  pari 
of  the  fiscal  machinery  of  the  State,  but  whether  the  Constitutioi 
gives  to  the  Federal  government  the  power  of  taxation.  So,  il 
the  United  States  take,  for  instance,  a  State  jail  under  the  righj 
of  eminent  domain,  the  question  is,  not  whether  the  propertj 
taken  is  part  of  the  apparatus  of  the  State  for  the  prevention  o: 
crime,  but  whether  the  right  of  eminent  domain  belongs  to  the 
Federal  government.  This  is  the  only  rule  absolutely  free 
from  embarrassment  in  its  application,  and  the  only  rule  propei 
to  be  observed  in  investigating  the  extent  of  the  sovereign 
powers  granted  to  the  general  government.  If  the  act  done 
is  within  the  scope  of  one  of  these  sovereign  powers,  there  is  in 
law,  and  can  be,  no  limitation  in  its  exercise.  The  extent  to 
which  it  shall  be  exercised  rests  entirely  in  the  discretion  of 
Congress. 

If  the  foregoing  views  are  sound,  all  the  persons  in  the  United 
States,  whoever  they  may  be ;  all  the  property  in  the  United 
States,  to  whomsoever  it  may  belong  and  however  acquired ;  all 
the  offices  and  all  the  officers  of  the  State  governments ;  all  the 
State  banks  and  all  the  State  securities, —  are  subject  abso- 
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lutely  to  the  discretion  of  Congress  in  the  exercise  of  the  gen- 
eral power  of  taxation  vested  in  the  Federal  government. 
Eawell  V.  Maryland^  3  Gill.  14 ;  Jones  v.  Keep,  19  Wise.  369, 
381,  besides  the  cases  before  cited. 

No  implied  restriction  on  the  power  of  the  government  arises 
in  law  from  the  fact  that  the  power  of  taxation  granted  by 
the  Constitution  to  the  Federal  government  may  be  so  wielded 
as  to  injm-e  or  even  destroy  the  State  government. 

Such  risks  are  always  taken  when  a  general  government  is  es- 
tablished ;  as,  for  mstance,  when  the  people  of  Massachusetts, 
inhabitants  of  towns  and  cities,  established,  in  1780,  a  State  gov- 
ernment, with  powers  similarly  liable  to  effect,  by  their  abuse, 
the  virtual  destruction  of  municipal  government.  Sec  remarks 
of  Marshall,  C.  J.,  in  McCulloch  v.  Maryland,  4  Wheat.  428 ;  and 
in  Providence  Bank  v.  Billings,  4  Pet.  515,  562,  663.  The  only 
safety  against  the  abuse  of  this  power  to  the  injury  of  the  State 
governments  is  in  the  discretion  of  Congress,  and  especially  in 
the  fact  that  the  people  of  the  States  and  the  people  of  the  United 
States  are  one  and  the  same  people.  There  is  no  more  danger 
of  the  abuse  of  the  power  of  taxation  by  the  general  government 
than  of  the  abuse  of  the  other  great  powers  given  to  it,  such  as 
the  power  to  raise  and  maintain  armies,  to  call  out  the  militia,  to 
Daake  treaties,  or  even  the  implied  right  of  eminent  domain. 
The  discretionary  power  in  any  government  must  be  vested 
somewhere.  In  our  government  it  is  vested  in  the  United 
States.     Constitution,  Art.  VI. 

2.  But  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  there  is  such  a  lim- 
itation to  the  taxing  power  of  the  Federal  government,  as  that  it 
shall  not  be  exercised  so  as  to  destroy  or  even  impair  the  (so- 
called)  sovereignty  of  the  States,  or  in  any  way  injuriously  to 
effect  the  State  governments,  then  we  deny  that  the  tax  in  ques- 
tion in  this  suit  conflicts  with  that  limitation  either  theoretically 
or  practically. 

The  tax  in  question  is  a  general  income  tax,  affecting  the 
income  of  probate  judges  only  incidentally,  and  not  aimed  at  the 
office.  Even  supposing  that  State  offices  and  officers  should  be 
held  exempted  from  Federal  taxation  by  a  converse  application 


884  MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT. 

Day  9.  Bnffinton. 

of  the  principles  laid  down  in  Dobbins  y.  CommisnanerSj  etc.,  1 
Pet.  485,  yet  that  does  not  settle  this  case.  It  has  never  bee 
decided  that  a  State  may  not  lawfully  tax  the  income  of  an  office 
of  the  general  government.  Such  a  tax  has  been  considere 
in  Weston  v.  Charleston,  2  Pet.  449,  483 ;  and  in  Meleher  v.  Bo^ 
tan  J  9  Met.  77.  See  also  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  c 
New  York  in  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Commissioners ,  23  N.  T.  192 
and  the  arguments  of  counsel  and  opinions  in  Bemey  v.  Ta^ 
Collector,  2  Bailey,  So.  Car.  664.  We  claim,  then,  that  theoret 
cally  the  tax  in  question  does  not  conflict  with  the  exercise  by 
State  of  all  its  lawful  powers. 

But  practically  the  case  presents  no  difficulty  whatever.  Th 
incomes  of  all  United  States  officers,  except  the  President  an 
the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  are  taxed  to  the  same  exten 
as  are  the  incomes  of  all  State  officers.  It  is  impossible  fo 
the  court  to  say  that  such  a  tax,  so  uniform  and  so  indiscrim; 
nate,  is,  in  any  intelligible  and  legal  sense,  calculated  to  impai 
the  exercise  of  the  constitutional  powers  of  the  States. 

Foster,  in  reply. 

Two  propositions  are  undeniable  :  first,  that,  within  the  spher 
of  their  jurisdiction,  the  States  are  just  as  independent  of  tin 
Federal  government  as  the  government,  within  its  sphere,  is  in 
dependent  of  the  States. 

Second,  that  a  government,  the  processes  and  instrumentalitid 
of  which  are  liable  to  taxation  by  another  sovereignty,  cannot  b 
in  any  sense  independent  of  it. 

These  two  propositions  cover  the  case. 

The  defendant's  argument  in  effect  concedes  that  when  one 
government  has  the  power  to  tax  another,  the  one  liable  to  be 
taxed  must  necessarily  be  subject  and  subordinate  to  the  one 
which  has  the  power  to  tax.  According  to  his  theory  we  do  not 
live  under  a  complex  system  of  State  and  Federal  governments 
each  independent  within  its  sphere,  but  the  continued  existence 
of  the  States  depends  on  the  moderation  and  forbearance  of  the 
United  States  in  the  exercise  of  its  taxing  powers.  This  can 
not  be. 

CuFFOBD,  J.    Taxes  were  assessed  against  the  plaintiff  undo 
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the  internal  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States  upon  his  salary  as 
judge  of  probate  and  insolyencj  for  the  county  of  Barnstable  in 
this  State  for  the  years  1866  and  1867,  and,  having  paid  the  same 
under  protest,  he  brought  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  the  de- 
fendant as  the  collector  of  such  taxes  for  the  first  collection  dis- 
tnct,  to  recover  *back  the  amount  so  paid,  both  assessments 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  $61.50.    The  agreed  statement  shows 
tbat  the  salary  of  the  plaintiff  as  such  judge  is  fixed  by  law, 
and  that  it  is  payable  out  of  the  treasury  of  the  State,  and  that 
he  made  due  protest  before  the  taxes  were  assessed  and  at  the 
time  he  made  the  payments. 

Five  per  centum  on  the  excess  over  $600,  and  not  exceeding 
15,000,  was  required  to  be  levied,  collected,  and  paid  annually 
by  the  act  of  the  80th  of  June,  1864,  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
the  3d  of  March,  1865,  upon  the  annual  gains,  profits,  and  income 
of  every  person  residing  in  the  United  States  ....  whether  de- 
rived from  any  kind  of  property,  rents,  interests,  dividends,  or 
salaries,  or  from  any  profession,  trade,  employment,  or  vocation 
«...  or  from  any  other  source  whatever.     13  Stat,  at  Large, 
281,  §  116 ;  as  amended,  Ibid.  479,  §  1.     The  first  assessment 
^aa  made  under  that  provision,  and  the  second  was  made  under 
^  provision  in  all  respects  similar,  except  that  the  exemption  was 
^1,000  instead  of  $600,  as  in  the  former  act.     14  Stat,  at  Large, 
477,  §  13.     Power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  and 
^seises  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common  defence  and 
general  welfare  of  the  United  States,  is  conferred  by  the  Consti- 
tution, and  the  only  limitation  annexed  in  terms  to  that  clause  of 
the  instnunent  is  that  all  duties,  impostB,  and  excises  shall  be 
Uniform  throughout  the  United  States.     But  the  powers  granted 
to  Congress  are  not  in  all  cases  exclusive  of  similar  powers  exist- 
ing in  the  States,  unless  where  the  Constitution  has  so  provided, 
or  the  exercise  of  a  like  power  is  prohibited  to  the  States,  or  there 
would  be  a  direct  or  necessarily  implied  repugnancy  in  the  exer- 
cise of  it  by  the  States.     Exclusive  authority  over  all  places  pur- 
chased by  the  consent  of  the  legislature  of  the  State,  in  which 
the  same  shall 'be,  for  the  erection  of  fol'ts,  magazines,  dockyards, 
and  other  needful  buildings,  is  delegated  to  Congress,  and  it  fol- 
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lows  as  a  necessary  consequence  that  the  State  legislatures  can- 
not exercise  any  power  or  jurisdiction  over  such  places,  as  the 
exclusive  authority  over  them  is  vested  in  the  national  govern- 
ment. State  authorities  cannot  coin  money,  emit  bills  of  credit, 
or  make  anything  but  gold  and  silver  a  tender  in  payment  of 
debts,  as  they  are  prohibited  from  so  doing  by  the  Constitution, 
nor  shall  any  State  without  the  consent  of  the  Congress  lay  any 
imposts  or  duties  on  imports  or  exports  except  what  may  be  ab- 
solutely necessary  for  executing  its  inspection  laws.  Constitution, 
Art.  I.  §  10.  Laws  establishing  rules  of  naturalization  are  re> 
quired  to  be  uniform,  and  it  is  held  that  the  power  to  pass  such 
laws  is  vested  exclusively  in  Congress,  as  the  exercise  of  such  a 
power  by  the  States  would  be  incompatible  with  that  condition 
as  annexed  to  the  exercise  of  that  power.  Houston  v.  MoorCj  6 
Wheat.  23 ;  Cfhirac  v.  Chirac^  2  Wlieat.  269. 

Cases  arise  where  it  is  held  that  the  mere  grant  of  power  to 
Congress,  unaccompanied  by  any  legislation  under  the  grant, 
does  not  imply  a  prohibition  on  the  States  to  exercise  the  same 
power.     Such  cases,  however,  are  not  numerous,  and  wheneyer 
the  nature  of  the  power  granted  or  the  terms  in  which  the  grant 
is  made  are  of  a  character  to  show  that  the  framers  of  the  Con- 
stitution intended  that  it  should  be  exclusively  exercised  by  Con- 
gress, the  subject  is  as  completely  taken  from  the  State  legisla- 
tures as  if  the  Constitution  contained  an  express  prohibition  to 
that  effect.     Sturges  v.  Crowninshield^  4  Wheat.  122 ;   Ogden  t. 
Saunders^  12  Wheat.  218.     Undoubtedly  the  power  of  CongrwB 
to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  is  coexten- 
sive with  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  but  when  properly 
construed  it  does  not  interfere  with  the  power  of  the  States  to 
levy  taxes  for  the  support  of  their  own  governments,  nor  is  the 
exercise  of  that  power  by  the  States  an  exercise  of  any  portion 
of  the  power  that  is  granted  to  the.  Federal  government.    Lofvig^ 
borough  v.  Blake^  5  Wheat.  817  ;   Gibbons  v.  Ogden^  9  Wheat  1; 
Waring  v.  The  Mayor,  8  Wall.  121.     State  power  to  lay  and  col- 
lect taxes,  for  the  support  of  their  government,  may  reach  every 
subject  over  which  the  sovereign  power  of  the  States  extendfl. 
They  cannot  tax  imports  nor  exports  without  the  consent  of 
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Congress,  as  they  are  prohibited  from  so  doing  by  the  Constitu- 
tion. Want  of  authority  in  the  States  to  tax  the  securities  of  the 
United  States  issued  in  the  exercise  of  the  admitted  power  of 
Congiess  to  borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  the  United  States  is 
equally  certain,  although  there  is  no  prohibition  in  the  Constitu- 
tion establishing  any  such  rule.  Hamilton  Co,  v.  Massachusetts ^ 
6  Wall.  689;  Society  for  Savings  v.  Coitej  6  Wall.  694. 

All  subjects  over  which  the  sovereign  power  of  a  State  extends 
are  as  a  general  rule  proper  objects  of  taxation,  but  the  power  of  a 
State  of  the  Union  to  lay  taxes  does  not  extend  to  the  instnmients 
of  the  national  government,  nor  to  the  constitutional  means  em- 
ployed by  Congress  to  carry  into  execution  the  powers  conferred 
in  the  Federal  Constitution.  Tax  laws  of  the  States  cannot 
restrain  the  action  of  the  national  government,  nor  can  they 
abridge  the  operation  of  any  law  which  Congress  may  constitu- 
tionally pass.  They  may  extend  to  every  object  of  value  within 
the  sovereignty  of  the  State  belonging  to  the  citizens,  but  they 
cannot  reach  the  instruments  and  means  of  the  Federal  govern- 
ment, nor  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Federal  courts, 
nor  the  collection  of  the  public  revenues,  nor  interfere  with 
any  constitutional  regulation  enacted  by  Congress.  McCulloch 
V.  Maryland^  4  Wheat.  429 ;  Brown  v.  Maryland^  12  Wheat. 
448. 

Power  to  tax  its  citizens  or  subjects  in  some  form  is  an  attri- 
bute of  every  government,  residing  in  it  as  part  of  itself,  and 
hence  it  follows  that  the  power  to  tax  may  be  exercised  at  the 
same  time  upon  the  same  objects  of  private  property  by  the 
State  and  by  the  United  States  without  inconsistency  or  repug- 
nancy. Society  for  Savings  v.  Coite^  6  Wall.  606  ;  Prov.  Bank  v. 
Billings  et  aLy4  Pet.  568.  Such  power  exists  in  the  State  as  one 
conferred  or  not  prohibited  by  the  State  constitution,  and  in  the 
Federal  government  under  an  express  grant.  Such  powers  are 
therefore  perfectly  consistent,  though  the  two  governments,  in 
exercising  the  same,  act  entirely  independent  of  each  other,  as 
applied  to  the  property  of  the  citizens. 

Congress  in  its  discretion  fixes  by  law  the  compensation  to  be 
allowed  to  Federal  oflScers ;  and  having  exercised  that  discretion, 
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and  fixed  the  amount  of  compensation,  the  law  of  Congress  con- 
fers upon  the  officer  the  right  to  receive  that  amount  when  he  has 
performed  the  duties  devolved  upon  the  office ;  and  the  settled 
rule  of  decision  in  the  Supreme  Court  is  that  any  law  of  %  State 
imposing  a  tax  upon  such  an  office  diminishing  the  recompense 
allowed  to  such  officer  is  in  conflict  with  the  law  of  Congress 
which  defines  and  secures  to  the  officer  the  prescribed  compen- 
sation.    Dobbins  V.  Commissioners^  16  Pet.  447. 

Taxation  by  the  States  of  the  kind  mentioned  is  declared  to  be 
unconstitutional,  because  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  is  an  ap- 
propriation of  the  revenue,  levied  and  collected  to  pay  the  debts 
and  provide  for  the  common  defence  and  general  welfare  of  the 
United  States,  to  the  support  of  the  State  government,  and  be- 
cause the  levying  and  collection  of  such  taxes  constitute  a  direct 
interference  with  the  means  provided  by  Congress  to  cany  into 
effect  every  power  granted  in  the  Constitution.     Prior  to  the 
date  of  that  decision  the  Supreme  Court  had  decided  that  the 
States  could  not  tax  the  public  securities  without  the  consent 
of  Congress,  nor  levy  any  tax  upon  imports,  and  the  court 
was  equally  unanimous  and  decisive  in  opinion  that  a  State 
law  imposing  a  tax  upon  the  salary  of  a  Federal  officer  was 
unconstitutional  and  void.     McCulloch  v.  Maryland^  4  Wheat. 
429  ;  Weston  v.  Charleston,  2  Pet.  449 ;   O^bom  v.  U.  S.  Bank,  9 
Wheat.  788. 

The  argument  for  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the  converse  of  the  prop- 
osition is  equally  true  that  a  law  of  Congress  taxing  the  salary  of 
a  State  officer  is  equally  unauthorized  as  an  appropriation  of  the 
revenue  raised  by  the  legislature  to  defray  the  necessary  expen- 
ses of  the  State,  and  that  it  is  equally  unwarranted  as  an  unau- 
thorized interference  with  the  operations  of  the  State  governments. 
Perfect  concurrence  in  the  rule  exempting  the  salary  of  the  Fed- 
eral officer  from  taxation  by  the  States  is  expressed  by  the  defend- 
ant, but  he  denies  that  the  converse  of  that  proposition  has  any 
foundation  whatever.  Federal  officers  and  the  instruments  and 
means  of  the  Federal  govemmentj  it  is  conceded,  are  exempt 
from  State  taxation,  but  it  is  denied  that  the  Federal  govern- 
ment is  subject  to  any  such  implied  prohibition,  even  in  the  case 
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before  the  court,  because  the  tax  in  question,  it  is  argued,  is  im- 
posed by  the  same  people  who  established  the  offices  and  institu- 
tions in  the  States  which  are  subjected  to  the  burden  of  the 
controverted  tax.  Suppose  the  tax  in  question  is  imposed  in  the 
constitutional  sense  by  the  same  power  as  that  which  created  the 
offices  and  institutions  subjected  to  the  payment  of  the  same, 
still  it  is  not  perceived  that  the  concession  advances  the  argu- 
ment, unless  it  be  assumed  that  the  offices  and  institutions  sub- 
jected to  the  burden  imposed  are  under  the  control  of  the  power 
imposing  the  tax,  which  is  the  precise  question  in  controversy 
between  the  parties.  Disguised  as  it  may  be,  the  theory  of  the 
defendant  is  that  the  law  imposing  the  tax  is  valid,  because  Con- 
gress iu  enacting  the  law  imposing  it  exercised  a  paramount 
power  over  the  revenues  of  the  State  raised  and  appropriated  for 
the  purposes  declared  in  the  agreed  statement. 

The  proposition  of  the  defendant  is  in  substance  and  effect 
that  the  States  cannot  tax  the  instruments  and  means  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  because  the  Federal  govern- 
ment is  supreme,  but  that  the  latter  may  tax  the  instruments 
and  means  of  the  State  governments,  because,  as  he  assumes, 
the  States  are  subordinate  to  the  United  States  in  the  same  im- 
qualified  sense  as  the  counties  of  a  State  are  to  the  paramoimt 
authority  by  which  they  were  created.  Unquestionably  the 
Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  made  in  pursu- 
ance thereof,  and  all  treaties  made  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  are  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  because  it  is 
so  ordained  in  the  Constitution,  but  the  same  instrument  also 
provides  that  the  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States 
by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  States,  are  re- 
served to  the  States  respectively  or  to  the  people,  and  it  is  an 
obvious  rule  of  construction  that  these  two  provisions  must 
be  considered  together  in  determining  the  question  under  con- 
sideration, as  they  are  important  provisions  in  the  same  instru- 
ment, and  cannot  be  regarded  as  in  any  respect  repugnant  to 
each  other. 

Counties  and  other  mimicipal  corporations  were  created  by 
the  States;  but  the  States  were  not  created  by  the  United  States, 
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as  the  States  existed  as  independent  soverei^ties  before  even  the 
Union  was  formed,  and  they  continued  to  be  such  firom  the  date 
of  the  Declaration  of  Independence  until  the  Articles  of  Confeder- 
ation were  ratified ;  and  even  then  it  was  provided  in  the  second 
article  that  ^^  each  State  retains  its  sovereignty,  freedom,  and  in- 
dependence,  and  every  power,  jurisdiction,  and  right  which  is  not 
by  the  Confederation  expressly  delegated  to  the  United  States  in 
Congress  assembled."  Few  in  number  and  restricted  in  opera- 
tion as  the  powers  granted  to  the  United  States  in  the  Articles  of 
Confederation  were,  still  they  were  suflScient,  with  the  co-operation 
of  the  several  States,  to  carry  the  country  through  the  war  of  the 
Bevolution,  and  to  enable  the  patriots  of  that  day  to  lay  the  foun- 
dations of  our  public  liberty  and  national  independence.  Though 
the  powers  granted  were  sufficient  for  the  time,  still  when  peace 
came  they  were  soon  found  to  be  wholly  inadequate  to  the  ex- 
igencies of  the  new  government  in  the  relations  which  it  sus- 
tained to  the  several  States. 

Such  powers  as  the  Confederation  possessed  operated  only 
upon  the  States  as  corporations,  and  not  upon  the  people  of 
the  States ;  and  the  system  of  government  as  adopted  made 
no  provision  for  an  executive  of  any  "kind,  nor  for  a  judici- 
ary except  in  certain  matters  of  prize,  and  for  the  trial  of  pi- 
racies and  felonies  committed  upon  the  high  seas.  Radical  de- 
fects existed  also  in  the  principles  of  the  system,  as  the  Congress 
could  not  lay  and  collect  taxes  for  the  support  of  the  govern- 
ment, nor  was  it  vested  with  any  power  to  compel  the  States  to 
contribute  to  the  common  treasury  their  just  proportions  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  defray  the  expenses  incurred  for  the  com- 
mon defence  and  general  welfare.  Difficulties  and  defects  of  the 
kind,  too  numerous  to  mention  in  this  investigation,  led  to  the 
formation  and  adoption  of  the  present  Constitution,  which,  as 
recited  in  the  preamble,  was  ordained  and  established,  '^  in  order 
to  form  a  more  perfect  union,  establish  justice,  insure  domestic 
tranquillity,  provide  for  the  common  defence,  promote  the  gen- 
eral welfare,  and  secure  the  blessings  of  liberty  to  ourselves  and 
our  posterity."  Perpetuity  was  as  much  the  object  which  the 
framers  of  the  instrument  had  in  view  as  any  other  of  the  high 
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porposes  therein  described,  as  their  declared  aim  was  to  secure 
the  blessings  of  liberty  to  their  posterity  as  well  as  to  themselves 
and  their  constituents.  They  did  not  attempt  to  amend  the  old 
system,  but  they  ordained  a  new  one,  vesting  the  powers  of 
government  in  three  separate  departments,  to  wit,  the  legislative, 
the  executive,  and  the  judicial,  and  providing  that  the  powers 
granted  should  operate  not  merely  upon  the  States  as  under  the 
Confederation,  but  upon  the  whole  people,  and  investing  the  new 
government  with  most  ample  powers  to  enforce  the  prohibitions 
of  the  Constitution,  and  the  laws  passed  by  Congress  in  pursu- 
'ance  of  its  provisions. 

Evidence  to  show  that  the  union  of  the  States  as  perfected 
in  the  Constitution  was  intended  to  be  indissoluble,  pervades 
every  part  of  the  instrument,  as  is  suflSciently  shown  from  the 
extent  of  the  powers  granted,  and  the  amplitude  of  the  means 
provided  to  carry  them  into  effect.  Congress  may  legislate  for 
all  the  purposes  specified  in  the  express  grants  conferring  such 
powers,  and  may  pass  all  laws  necessary  and  proper  "  for  carry- 
ing into  execution  the  foregoing  powers,  and  all  other  powers 
vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  or  in  any  department  or  ofiicer  thereof." 

Provision  is  also  made  that  the  President  shall  take  care  that 
the  laws  be  faithfully  executed,  and  that  the  judicial  power  shall 
extend  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity,  arising  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  treaties  made  or  which 
shall  be  made  under  their  authority.  The  intended  permanency 
of  the  new  government  is  portrayed  in  every  one  of  these  provi- 
sions, to  which  it  would  seem  that  nothing  need  be  added  to  show 
that  the  doctrine  of  secession  is  a  wicked  heresy ;  but,  if  more 
be  needed,  it  is  found  in  §  4  of  the  fourth  article  of  the  Consti- 
tution, which  provides  that  the  United  States  shall  guarantee 
to  every  State  in  this  Union  a  republican  form  of  government, 
and  shall  protect  each  of  them  against  invasion  and  .... 
domestic  violence.  None  of  these  views,  however,  as  to  the 
nature  and  objects  of  the  Federal  Constitution  or  the  perma- 
nent and  indissoluble  character  of  the  new  government  are  con- 
troverted by  either  party  in  this  case,  and  for  that  reason  they 


392  MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT. 

Day  V,  Buffinton. 

need  not  be  further  considered  at  the  present  time.  Conceded 
as  they  are,  they  may  be  assumed  as  truths  which  cannot  be 
contested  ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  government  ordained 
by  the  Constitution  is  a  government  of  unlimited  powers.  On 
the  contrary,  the  settled  construction  is  that  the  government  of 
the  United  States  is  one  of  limited  powers,  which  is  shown  to  a 
demonstration  by  the  tenth  amendment,  which  reserves  to  the 
States  respectively  or  to  the  people  all  power  not  delegated  to 
the  United  States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the 
States.  McCulloch  v.  Maryland^  4  Wheat.  421;  Hepburn  v. 
Gruwold,  8  Wall.  614 ;  2  Story  on  Con.  142. 

Power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes  was  possessed  by  the  States 
even  before  the  Union  was  formed,  and  many  years  before  the 
Constitution  was  ordained.  Massachusetts  adopted  her  constitu- 
tion in  1780,  and  the  same  with  certain  alterations  and  additions 
is  still  in  full  force.  Authority  was  therein  given,  and  in  that 
respect  it  is  unchanged,  empowering  the  legislature  ^'  to  impose 
and  levy  proportional  and  reasonable  assessments,  rates,  and 
taxes  upon  all  the  inhabitants  of,  and  persons  resident  and 
estates  lying  within  the  said  Commonwealth,  and  also  to  impose 
and  levy  reasonable  duties  and  excises  upon  any  produce,  goods, 
wares,  merchandise,  and  commodities  whatsoever  brought  into, 
produced,  manufactured,  or  being  within  the  same."  Provident 
Institution  v.  MdsaachuaettSj  6  Wall.  623. 

Since  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  the  States  cannot  lay  any 
imposts  or  duties  on  imports  or  exports  except  what  may  be  abso- 
lutely necessary  for  executing  their  inspection  laws,  not  because 
Congress  may  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  and  excises, 
but  because  the  Constitution  expressly  provides  that  no  State  shall 
exercise  that  power  without  the  consent  of  Congress.  Art  I. 
§  10.  Want  of  authority  in  the  States  to  tax  the  securitieB 
of  the  United  States,  issued  in  the  exercise  of  the  admitted 
power  of  Congress  to  borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  the  United 
States,  is  equally  certain,  although  there  is  no  express  prohibition 
in  the  Constitution  to  that  effect.  Outside  of  those  restrictions, 
however,  the  power  of  the  States  to  tax  extends  to  all  objects 
except  the  instruments  and  means  of  the  Federal  government 
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inthin  the  sovereign  power  of  the  State.  Ramilton  Co.  v.  Mclb- 
taehusetUj  6  Wall.  689.  Taxes  are  defined  to  be  burdens  or 
charges  imposed  by  the  legislative  power  upon  persons  or  prop- 
srty  to  raise  money  for  public  purposes,  or,  as  another  text- 
prriter  defines  the  word,  a  tax  is  a  contribution  imposed  by  the 
^vemment  for  the  service  o?  the  State.  Cooley  on  Con.  479 ; 
Slackwell  on  Tax  Titles,  1.  Moneys  derived  from  State  taxes 
tre  as  much  designed  for  public  purposes  or  for  the  service  of  the 
Jtate,  as  moneys  raised  under  the  law  of  Congress,  and  are  just 
\a  essential  to  the  support  and  maintenance  of  our  complicated 
rystem  of  government,  as  it  is  an  obvious  truth  that  no  constitu* 
ional  government  can  long  continue  to  exist  without  that  power, 
)r  if  despoiled  of  the  avails  which  accrue  from  its  exercise. 
Officers,  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial,  are  as  essential  to  the 
existence  of  the  State  governments  as  they  are  in  conducting  the 
ifiairs  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  just  as  necessary  that  they 
ihoald  be  compensated  at  the  public  expense.  Comparatively 
few  limitations  can  safely  be  annexed  to  the  power  of  taxation, 
IS  the  exercise  of  the  power  is  essential  to  the  very  existence  of 
government,  and  the  extent  of  the  demand  for  its  exercise  can- 
not be  foreseen,  but  there  is  a  plain  repugnance  in  conferring 
upon  one  government  a  power  to  tax  the  revenues  of  another  in 
a  system  of  government  like  that  existing  in  our  country,  where 
the  constitution  of  each  of  the  two  governments  recognizes  the 
other  as  a  part  of  the  system,  and  where  each  rests  upon  the  ad- 
mitted principle  that  both  are  to  be  perpetual. 

Influenced  by  these  considerations,  our  conclusion  is  that  the 
established  rule  which  prohibits  the  States  from  taxing  the  instru- 
ments and  means  of  the  Federal  government  also  withdraws  the 
revenues  of  the  State  from  the  taxing  power  conferred  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  Power  to  tax  for  State  pur- 
poses is  as  much  an  exclusive  power  in  the  States  as  the  power 
to  lay  and  collect  taxos  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  con^- 
mon  defence  and  general  welfare  of  the  United  States  is  an 
exclusive  power  in  Congress.  Both  are  subject  to  certain  pro- 
hibitions and  restrictions,  but  in  all  other  respects  they  are 
supreme  powers  possessed  by  each  government  entirely  indepen- 
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dent  of  the  other.  Fifield  v.  Cfow,  15  Mich.  505;  Warren  y. 
Paul,  22  Ind.  279 ;  Jonen  v.  Keep,  19  Wis.  369 ;  Uman  Bank 
V.  Hill,  8  Cald.  (Tenn.)  825. 

Most  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  goyemment  of  the 
United  States  are  exclusive,  and  it  is  unquestionably  true  that 
the  national  government  in  the  exercise  of  those  powers  is  su- 
preme, but  it  is  equally  true  that  powers  not  delegated  to  the 
United  States  by  the  Constitution  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the 
States  are  reserved  to  the  States  respectively  or  to  the  people, 
and  it  follows  that  the  States  in  the  exercise  of  such  powers  as 
are  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  and  are  reserved  to  them 
are  also  supreme.  Exclusive  powers  possessed  by  the  United 
States  cannot  be  exercised  by  the  States,  nor  can  the  exclusive 
powers  possessed  by  the  States  be  exercised  by  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment. They  are  in  those  respects,  though  exercising  juris- 
diction within  the  same  territorial  limits,  ^^  separate  and  dis- 
trict sovereignties,  acting  separately  and  independently  pi  each 
other  within  their  respective  spheres,"  just  as  fully  "  as  if  the 
line  of  division  was  traced  by  landmarks  and  monuments  visible 
to  the  eye."  Ableman  v.  Booth,  21  How.  516;  McCiUloch  t. 
Maryland,  4  Wheat,  429  ;  Austiti  v.  The  Aldermen,  7  Wall.  699. 

Pursuant  to  the  Constitution,  Congress  may  lay  and  collect 
taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide 
for  the  common  defence  and  general  welfare  of  the  United 
States ;  and  the  States,  subject  to  the  prohibitions  of  the  Con- 
stitution, express  and  implied,  may  lay  and  collect  taxes  and 
excises  for  the  support  of  their  respective  State  govemmente, 
and  each  in  that  behalf  is  sovereign  and  independent  in  its 
sphere  of  action,  and  exempt  from  the  interference  or  control  of 
the  other,  either  in  the  means  employed  or  functions  exercised. 
Unless  it  be  so,  then  the  States  have  only  a  permissive  existence, 
as  it  is  conceded  that  the  power  to  tax  involves  the  power  to 
^jBstroy,  and  that  the  power  to  destroy  may  defeat  and  render 
useless  the  power  to  create.  McCvlloch  v.  Maryland,  4  Wheat 
431.  Grant  that  the  theory  of.  the  defendant  is  correct,  and 
complete  subjugation  of  all  State  authority  must  necessarily  fol* 
low ;   as  Congress,  if  they  may  tax  one  Stat6  office,  may  tax 
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every  other  office  known  to  the  constitution  and  laws  of  a  State. 
They  may  tax  the  salary  of  the  governor,  and  the  travel  and  per 
dUm  of  the  members  of  the  legislature^  as  well  as  the  salaries  of 
the  judges  of  the  State  courts.  Revenue  may  be  collected  by 
the  States ;  but,  if  the  views  of  the  defendant  are  correct,  it  may 
be  absorbed  by  the  taxing  power  of  Congress  as  fast  as  it  is  paid 
into  the  treasury  of  the  State,  and  the  State  may  be  left  as  desti- 
tute of  means  to  defray  its  current  expenses  as  if  the  power  to 
lay  and  collect  taxes  and  excises  did  not  exist.  Bank  Tax  CaiCj 
2  Wall.  200  ;   Van  Allen  v.  The  AssessorSy  8  Wall.  578. 

Suggestion  is  made  that  the  theory  assumed  by  the  plaintiff,  if 
sustained  by  the  court,  will  exempt  a  large  amount  of  property 
from  Federal  taxation ;  but  the  decisive  answer  to  that  sugges- 
tion at  the  present  time,  is  that  the  decision  of  the  court  is  con- 
fined to  the  case  presented  in  the  agreed  statement.  Such  a  tax, 
in  our  opinion,  is  as  indefensible  in  principle  as  if  levied  upon 
the  office  held  by  the  plaintiff,  or  directly  upon  the  revenues 
of  the  State  before  they  are  paid  out  of  the  State  treasury,  as 
{be  tax  levied  and  collected  operates  to  that  extent  as  a  reduc- 
tion of  the  compensation  allowed  to  the  officer,  —  the  effect  of 
which  is  to  require  a  corresponding  addition  to  his  salary.  Public 
officers  cannot  and  ought  not  to  be  expected  to  perform  official 
services  without  reasonable  compensation  ;  and  if  not,  then  it  is 
clear  that  the  effect  of  such  a  tax  is  the  same  as  it  would  be  if 
levied  upon  the  office  instead  of  the  officer,  or  the  salary  annexed 
to  the  office.  According  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  judg- 
ment must  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $61.50. 


Henry  L.  Richardson  et.  aL^  Libellants  and  Appellants,  i;. 

Nathaniel  Winsor  et  al. 

■^here  the  owner  retAins  the  pos^cAsion  and  navigation  of  the  vewel,  and  contract*  to 
carry  the  cargo  on  freight  for  the  voyage,  the  charter-party  is  a  mere  aflfVeightnient 
aoanding  in  covenant,  and  the  freighter  Is  not  Invested  with  the  legal  responsibility  of 
ownership. 
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The  charter-party  in  such  case  is  a  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  merchandise  for  a  stip- 
ulated price. 

Where  the  owner  parts  with  the  possession,  command,  and  management  of  the  Tessel,  the 
charterer  becomes  the  owner  for  ihe  voyage. 

Courts  of  justice  are  not  inclined  to  construe  the  contract  as  a  demise  of  the  ship,  erea 
though  it  may  contain  words  of  grant. 

If  the  owners  agree  to  keep  the  vessel  tight,  stanch,  fitted,  and  provisioned,  and  to  receive 
on  board  such  lawful  goods  as  the  charterers  or  their  agents  might  think  proper  to  ship, 
they  retain  the  command  of  the  vessel,  and  the  charter-party  In  such  case  is  a  mere  con- 
tract of  affreightment 

Then  in  general  the  owners  are  responsible  to  the  charterers  for  failure  to  convey  the 
goods  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

Where  the  contract  of  affreightment  amounts  to  a  demise  of  the  ship,  the  officers  and  crew 
are  servants  of  the  charterer,  the  charterer  becomes  the  carrier  of  the  goods  shipped, 
and  in  procuring  freight,  the  master  is  then  the  agent  of  the  charterer. 

In  this  case  the  owners  were  the  carriers  of  the  goods,  and  were  responsible  to  the  shippen 
for  every  loss  or  damage  to  the  goods  during  the  voyage,  unless  it  happened  by  the  fault 
of  the  shipper,  the  act  of  God,  the  public  enemy,  or  without  the  fault  of  the  carrier,  or 
was  excepted  in  the  bill  of  lading. 

In  the  absence  of  any  special  agreement,  the  duty  of  the  master  extends  to  all  that  relatM 
to  the  lading  and  transportation  of  the  merchandise,  and  in  the  case  of  a  mere  contract 
of  affreightment,  the  ship  owners  and  master  are  responsible  for  the  faithful  perform- 
ance of  these  duties. 

A  stipulation  in  a  charter-party  that  the  ship  is  to  employ  charterer's  stevedore  and  clerk, 
does  not  amount  to  a  special  agreement,  to  the  effect  that  the  duty  of  lading  and  stow- 
ing  the  goods  was  to  be  performed  by  the  charterers. 

This  clause  gave  the  right  to  the  charterers  to  name  the  stevedore  and  clerk;  but  they  wen 
to  be  paid,  and  were  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  master. 

In  this  case  the  clerk  and  stevedore  were  nominated  by  the  charterers  ;  but  the  superrii- 
ion  of  the  lading  was  had  by  an  agent  of  the  owners  ;  the  receipting  for  cargo,  raeu* 
urement  and  stowage,  were  all  under  his  direction.  Pilotage  and  port  charges  were  paid 
by  the  owners,  and  when  loaded  the  charterers  notified  the  owners  they  wished  the  vei- 
sel  cleared.  She  was  discharged  at  the  port  of  destination  by  a  stevedore  employed  by 
the  master.  All  these  facts  show  that  the  owners  were  responsible  for  the  safe  cnstody, 
due  transport,  and  right  delivery. 

Whether  the  general  owner  retains  the  possession  and  command  of  the  ship,  or  the  cootrol 
and  navigation  of  the  same  passes  to  the  charterer,  the  shipper  under  an  ordinary  bill  of 
lading,  may  have  his  remedy  against  the  ship  ;  but  whether  the  general  owner  or  tiie 
charterer  is  liable,  depends  upon  the  terms  of  the  charter-party. 

The  fact  that  the  charterers  have  the  privilege  of  appointing  the  head  stevedore  does  no^i 
as  a  matter  of  course,  show  them  to  be  responsible  for  the  character  of  the  stowage. 

Admiralty  appeal.  Charter-party.  Libel  by  the  owners  of 
the  ship  against  the  charterers  to  recover  charter-money. 

Damages  were  claimed  by  the  libellants,  of  the  respondents, 
for  a  breach  of  the  covenants  and  agreements  contained  in  the 
charter-party  annexed  to  the  libel.  They  were  the  owners  of  the 
ship  called  The  Commodore,  and  the  respondents  were  the  cha^ 


MAY  TERM,  1871.  897 


Bichardson  et  al,  v.  Winsor  et  al. 


lerers  of  the  ship  for  a  voyage  from  Boston  to  San  Francisco  on 
he  conditions  expressed  in  the  charter-party.  By  the  terms  of 
he  charter-party  the  whole  vessel,  including  the  state-rooms  in 
he  cabin,  not  used  by  the  officers,  and  the  deck-houses,  not 
ised  for  the  crew  or  for  the  sails  and  stores,  were  placed  at  the 
lole  use  of  the  charterers  or  their  agents,  and  the  charterers  cov- 
manied  to  pay  therefor  the  sum  of  $27,500,  deducting  the  com- 
nission  of  two  and  a  half  per  cent  to  be  paid  to  the  consignees 
>f  the  ship.  All  such  lawful  goods  as  the  charterers  or  their 
igents  might  think  proper  to  ship  were  to  be  taken  and  received 
m  board  by  the  owners,  and  if  required  they  were  to  sign  bills 
)f  lading  therefor  without  prejudice  to  the  charter-party,  and 
irithout  regard  to  the  charter-rate  of  freight.  Forty  running  lay 
lays  were  allowed  for  loading,  and  the  agreement  was  that  the 
ship  should  be  consigned  to  the  charterers'  agent,  and  that  the 
(hip-owners  should  pay  to  the  consignees  of  the  ship  two  and 
me  half  per  cent  commission  for  the  collection  of  the  amount  of 
;he  freight-list.  Goods  intended  for  shipment  were  to  be  "  re- 
ceived and  delivered  alongside,  within  reach  of  the  vessel's 
cackles,"  and  the  seventh  stipulation  was  ^'  that  the  ship  is  to  em- 
ploy charterers'  stevedore  and  clerk  at  usual  rates."  Two 
breaches  of  covenant  were  alleged  in  the  libel  as  originally 
Bramed:  1.  That  the  clerk  receipted  for  a  larger  quantity  of 
;oods  than  were  actually  received  and  laden  on  the  ship.  2. 
That  some  of  the  goods  laden  on  board  were  spoiled  or  damaged 
by  reason  that  the  same  were  badly  and  improperly  stowed  by 
the  charterers  or  their  agents. 

Founded  upon  these  alleged  delinquencies  the  libellants 
claimed  to  recover  damages  of  the  respondents  as  the  charterers 
}f  the  ship,  because,  as  they  alleged,  they,  the  libellants,  had 
)een  compelled  in  consequence  thereof  to  pay  to  the  shippers  of 
3ie  cargo  the  sum  of  $1300  for  short  deliveries  of  goods  receipted 
!br,  as  laden  on  board,  and  for  goods  spoiled  or  damaged  by  bad 
md  improper  stowage.  Leave  to  file  a  new  count  to  the  libel  was 
mbsequently  granted  to  the  libellants,  and  in  their  new  count 
Hiey  alleged  that  the  ship  arrived  safely  at  her  port  of  destination, 
md  that  all  of  her  cargo  was  duly  delivered  in  good  order  except 
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dent  of  the  other.  Fifield  v.  CloBe^  15  Mich.  505;  Warren  v. 
Paid,  22  Ind.  279 ;  Jones  v.  Keep,  19  Wis.  369 ;  Utiian  Bank 
V.  mil,  8  Cald.  (Tenn.)  825. 

Most  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  goyemment  of  the 
United  States  are  exclusive,  and  it  is  unquestionablj  true  that 
the  national  government  in  the  exercise  of  those  powers  is  su- 
preme, but  it  is  equally  true  that  powers  not  delegated  to  the 
United  States  by  the  Constitution  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the 
States  are  reserved  to  the  States  respectively  or  to  the  people, 
and  it  follows  that  the  States  in  the  exercise  of  such  powers  as 
are  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  and  are  reserved  to  them 
are  also  supreme.  Exclusive  powers  possessed  by  the  United 
States  cannot  be  exercised  by  the  States,  nor  can  the  exclusive 
powers  possessed  by  the  States  be  exercised  by  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment. They  are  in  those  respects,  though  exercising  juris- 
diction within  the  same  territorial  limits,  ^^  separate  and  dis- 
trict sovereignties,  acting  separately  and  independently  pf  each 
other  within  their  respective  spheres,"  just  as  fully  "as  if  the 
line  of  division  was  traced  by  landmarks  and  monuments  visible 
to  the  eye."  Ableman  v.  Booth,  21  How.  516 ;  McCvlloch  v. 
Maryland,  4  Wheat,  429  ;  Austin  v.  The  Aldermen,  7  Wall.  699. 

Pursuant  to  the  Constitution,  Congress  may  lay  and  collect 
taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide 
for  the  common  defence  and  general  welfare  of  the  United 
States ;  and  the  States,  subject  to  the  prohibitions  of  the  Con- 
stitution, express  and  implied,  may  lay  and  collect  taxes  and 
excises  for  the  support  of  their  respective  State  govemments, 
and  each  in  that  behalf  is  sovereign  and  independent  in  its 
sphere  of  action,  and  exempt  from  the  interference  or  control  of 
the  other,  either  in  the  means  employed  or  functions  exercised. 
Unless  it  be  so,  then  the  States  have  only  a  permissive  existence, 
as  it  is  conceded  that  the  power  to  tax  involves  the  power  to 
^jBstroy,  and  that  the  power  to  destroy  may  defeat  and  render 
useless  the  power  to  create.  McCulloch  v.  Maryland,  4  Wheat 
431.  Grant  that  the  theory  of.  the  defendant  is  correct,  and 
complete  subjugation  of  all  State  authority  must  necessarily  fol' 
low ;   as  Congress,  if  they  may  tax  one  Stat6  office,  may  ^ 
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BTery  other  office  known  to  the  constitution  and  laws  of  a  State, 
rhey  may  tax  the  salary  of  the  governor,  and  the  travel  and  per 
Hem  of  the  members  of  the  legislature^  as  well  as  the  salaries  of 
the  judges  of  the  State  courts.  Revenue  may  be  collected  by 
the  States ;  but,  if  the  views  of  the  defendant  are  correct,  it  may 
be  absorbed  by  the  taxing  power  of  Congress  as  fast  as  it  is  paid 
into  the  treasury  of  the  State,  and  the  State  may  be  left  as  desti- 
tute of  means  to  defray  its  current  expenses  as  if  the  power  to 
lay  and  collect  taxes  and  excises  did  not  exist.  Bank  Tax  Casey 
i  Wall.  200  ;   Van  Allen  v.  The  Assessors,  8  Wall.  578. 

Suggestion  is  made  that  the  theory  assumed  by  the  plaintiff,  if 
sustained  by  the  court,  will  exempt  a  large  amount  of  property 
from  Federal  taxation  ;  but  the  decisive  answer  to  that  sugges- 
don  at  the  present  time,  is  that  the  decision  of  the  court  is  con- 
Sned  to  the  case  presented  in  the  agreed  statement.  Such  a  tax, 
in  our  opinion,  is  as  indefensible  in  principle  as  if  levied  upon 
the  office  held  by  the  plaintiff,  or  directly  upon  the  revenues 
>f  the  State  before  they  are  paid  out  of  the  State  treasury,  as 
Aie  tax  levied  and  collected  operates  to  that  extent  as  a  reduc- 
tion of  the  compensation  allowed  to  the  officer,  —  the  effect  of 
irhich  is  to  require  a  corresponding  addition  to  his  salary.  Public 
officers  cannot  and  ought  not  to  be  expected  to  perform  official 
services  without  reasonable  compensation  ;  and  if  not,  then  it  is 
clear  that  the  effect  of  such  a  tax  is  the  same  as  it  would  be  if 
levied  upon  the  office  instead  of  the  officer,  or  the  salary  annexed 
to  the  office.  According  to'  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  judg- 
ment must  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $61.50. 


Henbt  L.  Richardson  et.  aL,  Libellants  and  Appellants,  i;. 

Nathaniel  Winsob  et  al. 

^hen  the  owDer  retnin!*  the  posKCKsion  and  navigation  of  the  vesitel,  and  contracts  to 
cany  the  cargo  on  freight  for  the  voyage,  the  charter-party  is  a  mere  affVeightment 
aonndiog  in  covenant,  and  the  freighter  is  not  invested  with  the  legal  responsibility  of 
ownership. 
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age  nor  for  the  negligence  of  the  clerk  at  the  port  where  the 
goods  were  shipped.  Some  of  the  shippers  claimed  damages  of 
the  charterers  at  the  port  of  discharge  for  goods  not  delivered, 
and  also  for  injuries  to  their  goods  during  the  voyage.  Pay- 
ments were  made  by  one  party  or  the  other,  on  the  arrival  of 
the  vessel,  to  discharge  such  claims  upon  the  ship,  to  the 
amount  of  $1300,  and  the  libellaiits  allege  that  the  charterers 
deducted  that  amount  from  the  charter>money.  Evidence  was 
introduced  by  the  respondents  tending  strongly  to  show  that 
the  payments  were  made  by  the  consignees  of  the  ship  under  the 
direction  of  the  master ;  but  the  district  judge  assumed  in  his 
opinion  that  the  payments  were  made  by  the  charterers,  and  inas- 
much as  the  amended  libel  to  which  no  answer  was  filed  so  alleges 
in  substance  and  effect,  and  it  nowhere  appears,  either  in  allega- 
tion or  proof,  that  there  is  not  that  amount  of  the  charter-money 
due  to  the  libellants,  the  court  will  assume  for  the  purpose  of  this 
investigation  that  the  theory  of  fact  on  which  the  cause  proceeded 
in  the  District  Court  was  correct.  Church  v.  SheltoUy  2  Curt.  271. 
Grave  doubts,  however,  are  entertained  whether  the  construction 
of  the  charter-party  adopted  by  the  District  Court  is  the  one  most 
consonant  with  the  intention  of  Ihe  parties  to  the  instrument,  as 
collected  from  the  language  employed  in  view  of  the  suiTounding 
circumstances  and  the  subject-matter  to  which  the  language  was 
applied. 

All  agree  that  the  owners  did  not  demise  the  whole  vessel, 
and  they  expressly  stipulated  with  the  charterers  that  the  vessd 
should  be  kept  tight,  stanch,  well  fitted  and  provided  with  every 
requisite,  and  with  men  and  provisions  necessary  for  the  voy- 
age ;  and  they  agreed  to  take  and  receive  on  board  the  vessel 
during  the  voyage  all  such  lawful  goods  and  merchandise  as  the 
charterers  or  their  agents  might  think  proper  to  sliip.  Beyond 
all  question,  therefore,  the  owners  retained  the  possession,  com- 
mand, and  navigation  X)f  the  vessel,  and  it  is  well  settled  that  the 
charter-party  in  such  a  case  is  a  mere  contract  of  afireightment, 
and  not  a  demise  of  the  vessel,  and  that  when  the  charter-party 
operates  merely  as  a  contract  between  the  charterer  and  ship- 
owner for  the  transportation,  by  the  latter,  of  merchandise  to  be 
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shipped  on  board  by  the  former,  the  owners  of  the  vessel  are  the 
carriers  of  the  goods,  and  will  in  general  be  held  responsible 
to  the  charterer  for  the  failure  to  convej  the  goods  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  shipment.     The  Volunteer^  1  Sum. 
551.     Charter-parties  may  be,  and  sometimes  are,  so  framed  that 
the  vessel  herself  is  let  to  hire,  as  the  owner  parts  with  the  pos* 
session,  command,  and  management  of  the  same ;  and  in  such 
cases  the  charterer  becomes  the  owner  during  the  term  of  the  con- 
tract, and  the  services  of  the  master  and  crew,  unless  others  are 
appointed  by  the  charterer,  pass  to  the  charterer  as  accessorial  to 
the  principal  subject-matter,  and  in  that  state  of  the  case  they  be- 
come for  the  term  of  the  contract,  if  retained  in  service,  the  ser- 
vants of  the  charterer,  and  as  such,  for  the  time  being,  are  bound 
to  obey  his  orders.     The  Volunteer ^  1  Sum.  566 ;  The  Aherfoyhj 
Abbott  Admr.   R.   250;    The  Spartan,  Ware,  153;    1  Conk. 
Adm.  178 ;  Newberry  et  ah  v.  Colvin  et  al.^l  Bing.  190 ;  1  Pars, 
on  Ship.  279. 

Commercial  usage  has  sanctioned  these  two  kinds  of  con- 
tracts between  ship-owners  and  charterers,  and  the  rights,  duties, 
obligations,  and  liabilities  of  the  respective  parties  are  as 
diTorse  and  different  from  each  other  as  the  covenants  of  an  ordi- 
nary lease  of  a  railroad  or  other  means  of  conveyance  are  from  a 
contract  for  the  transportation  of  goods  for  hire  from  one  place 
to  another.  Where  the  charter-party  of  affreightment  operates 
as  a  demise  or  bailment  of  the  ship  to  the  charterer  he  becomes 
the  carrier  of  the  goods  shipped  on  board,  and  in  case  the  vessel 
w  employed  by  him  as  a  general  ship  for  the  conveyance  of  mer- 
chandise, the  master  in  that  state  of  the  case,  is  the  servant  of 
the  charterer  while  procuring  freight  and  contracting  with  third 
parties,  and  not  the  agent  of  the  owners.    Nothing  of  that  kind 

• 

^  pretended  in  this  case,  and  it  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  owners 
of  the  vessel  were  the  carriers  of  the  goods,  and  as  such  were 
responsible  to  the  charterers  for  every  loss  or  damage  during  the 
voyage,  however  occasioned,  unless  it  happened  by  the  fault  of 
^e  shipper,  or  by  the  act  of  God,  or  the  public  enemy,  or  by 
some  other  cause  or  accident  without  any  fault  or  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  carrier,  and  expressly  excepted  on  the  bill  of 

TOL.  III.  26 
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lading.  The  Niagara^  21  How.  23.  Such  mstmments  sometimeB 
contain  special  stipulations,  and  they  frequently  have  ambiguous 
clauses,  and  on  that  account  the  universal  rule  is  that  they  shall 
receive  a  liberal  construction  agreeable  to  the  real  intention  of 
the  parties,  and  conformable  to  the  usages  of  trade  in  general 
and  of  the  particular  trade  to  which  the  contract  relates.  Bof- 
mond  V.  Tyson j  17  How.  59;  Abbott  on  Ship.  (5th  Am.  ed.)  850; 
8  Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.)  202. 

Carriers  by  water  must  provide  a  seaworthy  vessel,  tiglit^ 
stanch,  and  well  furnished  with  suitable  tackle,  sails,  or  other 
motive  power,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  with  furniture  necessaij 
for  the  voyage.    She  must  also  be  provided  with  a  crew  adequate 
in  number,  and  competent  for  the  voyage,  and  with  a  competrat 
and  skilful  master  of  sound  judgment  and  discretion,  and  the 
owners  must  see  to  it  that  he  is  qualified  for  his  situation,  as  they 
are  responsible  for  his  acts  and  negligence.    He  must  take  care 
to  stow  and  arrange  the  cargo  so  that  the  different  goods  may 
not  be  injured  by  each  other  or  by  the  motion  of  the  vessel,  or 
by  leakage,  unless  by  agreement  this  duty  is  to  be  performed  bj 
persons  employed  by  the  shipper.    In  the  absence  of  any  special 
agreement  the  duty  of  the  master  extends  to  all  that  relates  to 
the  lading  as  well  as  the  transportation  of  the  goods,  and  for  the 
faithful  performance  of  these  duties  the  ship  is  liable  as  well  as 
the  master  and  owners.     The  Niagara^  21  How.  28.    N(me  of 
these  principles  are  controverted,  but  the  argument  is  that  the 
special  stipulationin  the  charter-party,  that  the  ship  is  to  emploj 
charterer's  stevedore  and  clerk  at  usual  rates,  amounts  to  a  spe- 
cial agreement  that  the  duty  of  lading  and  stowing  the  goods 
should  be  performed  by  the  charterers.    Doubtless  it  was  the 
right  of  the  charterers  under  that  provision,  if  they  saw  fit  to 
exercise  it,  to  nominate  the  clerk  and  stevedore,  but  they  were 
to  be  employed  and  paid  by  the  owners  or  master  of  the  ship) 
and  were  as  much  subject  to  the  orders  and  direction  of  the 
master  as  if  the  charter-party  had  contained  no  such  stipulation. 
Anglo- African  Co.  v.  Lamzedj  Law  Rep.  1  C.  P.  229.   Merchandiae 
intended  as  cargo  was  to  be  sent  alongside  of  the  vessel,  within 
reach  of  her  tackles,  and  the  owners  stipulated  to  take  and  receive 
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on  board  all  such  lawful  goods  as  the  charterers  or  their  agents 
might  think  proper  to  ship.  Cargoes  are  usually  received  on 
board  by  the  master  or  the  mate  in  behalf  of  the  master,  and  it 
is  his  duty,  as  defined  by  the  rules  of  the  maritime  law,  to  stow 
and  arrange  the  cargo  or  different  shipments  as  they  are  received, 
so  that  the  different  goods  may  not  be  injured  by  each  other  or 
by  the  motion  of  the  vessel  or  by  leakage.  Stevedores,  being 
mere  employees  for  a  special  purpose,  are  subject  to  the  direc- 
tions of  the  ofiScer  on  board  in  command  of  the  vessel,  and  it  is 
impossible,  as  it  seems  to  the  court,  to  select  any  clause  in  this 
instrument  which  repeals  or  overrules  those  well-settled  rules  of 
maritime  law.  Goods  to  be  shipped  were  to  be  furnished  by  the 
charterers,  and  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  for  that  purpose 
alongside  within  reach  of  the  vessel's  tackles.  Such  were  the 
stipulations  of  the  charterers,  but  it  was  the  ship-owners  who 
were  to  take  and  receive  the  goods  on  board  of  the  vessel,  and 
they,  as  carriers,  assumed  all  the  obligations  of  safe  custody,  due 
transport,  and  right  delivery  at  the  port  of  destination.  Pursu- 
ant to  the  authority  reserved  in  the  charter-party,  the  charterers 
nominated  the  clerk  and  stevedore  at  the  port  of  loading,  and 
ihey  were  employed  and  paid  by  the  owners.  During  the  lading 
the  master  for  the  voyage  was  not  on  board,  but  all  the  duties  of 
master  were  performed  by  a  former  master  of  the  vessel,  and 
part-owner,  who  was  on  board  throughout  that  period,  acting  as 
master,  and  gave  directions  as  such,  and  as  such  exercised  con- 
trol. Receipts  for  the  cargo,  as  it  was  received,  were  given  by 
the  derk^  and  he  measured  it  as  it  was  shipped,  and  it  was 
stowed  by  the  stevedore,  subject  to  the  directions  of  the  person 
acting  as  master.  Pilotage  and  port  charges  were  paid  by  the 
owners,  and  when  the  ship  was  loaded  the  charterers  notified  the 
owners  that  they  wished  her  cleared.  She  arrived  safely  at  her 
port  of  destination,  and  was  there  discharged  by  a  stevedore  em- 
ployed by  the  master  and  paid  by  the  consignees  for  the  owners 
oat  of  the  freight,  none  having  been  nominated  by  the  charterers. 
Whether  they  had  or  had  not  a  right  to  do  so,  it  is  not  important 
to  determine  in  this  investigation,  as  they  did  not  exercise  that 
right,  even  if  it  was  reserved  by  the  charter-party. 
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lading.  The  Niagara^  21  How.  23.  Such  instxaments  sometimes 
contain  special  stipulations,  and  they  frequently  have  ambiguons 
clauses,  and  on  that  account  the  universal  rule  is  that  they  shall 
receive  a  liberal  construction  agreeable  to  the  real  intention  of 
the  parties,  and  conformable  to  the  usages  of  trade  in  general 
and  of  the  particular  trade  to  which  the  contract  relates.  Bof- 
mond  V.  TyBcm^  17  How.  59;  Abbott  on  Ship.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  850; 
8  Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.)  202. 

Carriers  by  water  must  provide  a  seaworthy  vessel,  tights 
stanch,  and  well  furnished  with  suitable  tackle,  sails,  or  other 
motive  power,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  with  furniture  necessary 
for  the  voyage.    She  must  also  be  provided  with  a  crew  adequate 
in  number,  and  competent  for  the  voyage,  and  with  a  competent 
and  skilful  master  of  sound  judgment  and  discretion,  and  the 
owners  must  see  to  it  that  he  is  qualified  for  his  situation,  as  they 
are  responsible  for  his  acts  and  negligence.    He  must  take  care 
to  stow  and  arrange  the  cargo  so  that  the  different  goods  may 
not  be  injured  by  each  other  or  by  the  motion  of  the  vessel,  or 
by  leakage,  unless  by  agreement  this  duty  is  to  be  performed  by 
persons  employed  by  the  shipper.    In  the  absence  of  any  special 
agreement  the  duty  of  the  master  extends  to  all  that  relates  to 
the  lading  as  well  as  the  transportation  of  the  goods,  and  for  the 
faithful  performance  of  these  duties  the  ship  is  liable  as  well  as 
the  master  and  owners.     The  Niagara^  21  How.  28.     None  rf 
these  principles  are  controverted,  but  the  argument  is  that  tlie 
special  stipulationin  the  charter-party,  that  the  ship  is  to  emploj 
charterer's  stevedore  and  clerk  at  usual  rates,  amounts  to  a  spe- 
cial agreement  that  the  duty  of  lading  and  stowing  the  goods 
should  be  performed  by  the  charterers.    Doubtless  it  was  ^ 
right  of  the  charterers  under  that  provision,  if  they  saw  fit  to 
exercise  it,  to  nominate  the  clerk  and  stevedore,  but  they  were 
to  be  employed  and  paid  by  the  owners  or  master  of  the  ship) 
and  were  as  much  subject  to  the  orders  and  direction  of  the 
master  as  if  the  charter-party  had  contained  no  such  stipulation. 
AnglO' African  Co.  v.  Lamzedj  Law  Rep.  1  C.  P.  229.   Merchandise 
intended  as  cargo  was  to  be  sent  alongside  of  the  vessel,  within 
reach  of  her  tackles,  and  the  owners  stipulated  to  take  and  receive 
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on  board  all  such  lawful  goods  as  the  charterers  or  their  agents 
might  think  proper  to  ship.     Cargoes  are  usually  received  on 
board  by  the  master  or  the  mate  in  behalf  of  the  master,  and  it 
is  his  duty,  as  defined  by  the  rules  of  the  maritime  law,  to  stow 
and  arrange  the  cargo  or  different  shipments  as  they  are  received, 
80  that  the  different  goods  may  not  be  injured  by  each  other  or 
by  the  motion  of  the  vessel  or  by  leakage.     Stevedores,  being 
mere  employees  for  a  special  purpose,  are  subject  to  the  direc- 
tions of  the  ofiScer  on  board  in  command  of  the  vessel,  and  it  is 
impossible,  as  it  seems  to  the  court,  to  select  any  clause  in  this 
instrument  which  repeals  or  overrules  those  well-settled  rules  of 
maritime  law.     Goods  to  be  shipped  were  to  be  furnished  by  the 
charterers,  and  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  for  that  purpose 
alongside  within  reach  of  the  vessel's  tackles.    Such  were  the 
stipulations  of  the  charterers,  but  it  was  the  ship-owners  who 
were  to  take  and  receive  the  goods  on  board  of  the  vessel,  and 
they,  as  carriers,  assumed  all  the  obligations  of  safe  custody,  due 
transport,  and  right  delivery  at  the  port  of  destination.    Pursu- 
ant to  the  authority  reserved  in  the  charter-party,  the  charterers 
nominated  the  clerk  and  stevedore  at  the  port  of  loading,  and 
they  were  employed  and  paid  by  the  owners.     During  the  lading 
the  mastor  for  the  voyage  was  not  on  board,  but  all  the  duties  of 
master  were  performed  by  a  former  master  of  the  vessel,  and 
part-owner,  who  was  on  board  throughout  that  period,  acting  as 
master,  and  gave  directions  as  such,  and  as  such  exercised  con- 
trol.   Receipts  for  the  cargo,  as  it  was  received,  were  given  by 
the  clerk^  and  he  measured  it  as  it  was  shipped,  and  it  was 
stowed  by  the  stevedore,  subject  to  the  directions  of  the  person 
acting  as  master.    Pilotage  and  port  charges  were  paid  by  the 
owners,  and  when  the  ship  was  loaded  the  charterers  notified  the 
owners  that  they  wished  her  cleared.     She  arrived  safely  at  her 
port  of  destination,  and  was  there  discharged  by  a  stevedore  em- 
ployed by  the  master  and  paid  by  the  consignees  for  the  owners 
out  of  Uie  freight,  none  having  been  nominated  by  the  charterers. 
Whether  they  had  or  had  not  a  right  to  do  so,  it  is  not  important 
to  determine  in  this  investigation,  as  they  did  not  exercise  that 
right,  even  if  it  was  reserved  by  the  charter-party. 
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Disputes  are  apt  to  arise  between  the  charterers  and  the  own- 
ers as  to  what  constitutes  a  full  cargo  for  the  vessel  in  cases 
where  the  charter  is  for  a  stipulated  sum,  as  it  is  for  the  interest 
of  the  owner  to  load  lightly,  and  it  is  obviously  for  the  interest  of 
the  charterers  that  the  vessel  should  take  a  full  load.     Much  de- 
pends, as  to  the  bulk  which  the  vessel  will  contain,  upon  the  skill, 
care,  and  fidelity  of  the  stevedore,  as  he  cannot  at  every  moment 
be  under  the  direction  of  the  master,  and  for  that  reason,  as  well 
as  others  which  might  be  mentioned,  the  charterer,  in  case  the 
general  owner  retains  the  possession,  command,  and  navigation 
of  the  ship,  seeks  to  control  the  selection  of  that  employee  as  the 
means  of  enhancing  the  value  of  his  charter-party.    Where  the 
charterer  becomes  the  owner  of  the  vessel  for  the  voyage,  such  a 
stipulation  is  unnecessary,  as  he  possesses  that  right  by  the  gen- 
eral rules  of  the  maritime  law,  as  he  is  responsible  as  carrier  for 
the  safe  custody,  due  transport,  and  right  delivery  of  the  cargo. 
Instruments  of  the  kind  may  contain  a  stipulation  that  the  char- 
terer or  shipper  shall  stow  the  goods,  and  in  the  former  case  the 
liability  as  between  the  ship-owner  and  the  charterer  would  be 
upon  the  former,  and  in  the  latter  neither  would  be  liable,  as  the 
shipper  could  not  claim  damages  for  his  own  default.     Grant  all 
that,  still  it  cannot  be  admitted  that  the  mere  stipulation  that  the 
ship  shall  employ  charterer's  stevedore  without  more  can  have 
any  such  efiect,  as  the  duty  of  stowing  the  goods  is  still  devolved 
on  the  master  as  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  the  stevedore, 
though  nominated  by  the  charterer,  is  under  the  control,  and 
subject  to  the  directions  of  the  master  or  of  the  owner,  if  he  sees 
fit  to  perform  that  service.    Authorities,  however,  are  referred  to 
which,  it  is  insisted,  establish  a  different  rule,  and  it  remains  to 
give  them  a  brief  examination.     Blaikie  v.  Stembridge,  6  C.  B. 
N.  S.  &9y ;  Same  Case,  6  Ibid.  911 ;  Sack  v.  Ford,  13  C.  B.  N.  S. 
99 ;  Anglo-African  Co.  v.  Lamzedj  Law  Rep.  1  C.  P.  229 ;  &»- 
deman  v.  Scurry  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  94. 

Proper  attention  to  the  facts  of  the  first  case  cited  will  enable 
any  one  to  see  that  it  does  not  control  the  case  before  the  coiirt> 
although  the  charter-party  contained  the  stipulation  that  the 
*'  stevedore  for  outward  cargo  to  be  appointed  by  charterer,  but 
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to  be  paid  by,  and  act  under  captain's  orders."  Standing  alone, 
and  without  any  reference  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  that  stipula- 
tion would  seem  to  be  somewhat  analogous  to  the  one  under  con- 
sideration, but  the  charter-party  also  contained  a  stipulation  as 
follows :  ^^  Cargoes  to  be  brought  to,  and  taken  from  alongside 
at  merchant's  risk  and  expense,  which  the  said  charterer  binds 
himself  to  ship,"  etc.  Plaintiffs'  agent  arranged  with  the  broker 
of  the  charterer  for  the  freight  and  carriage  of  certain  sugar- 
pans,  and  sent  them  alongside  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
master  and  when  he  was  not  on  board,  and  before  the  crew  were 
shipped.  Having  procured  the  charter-party,  the  charterers  put 
up  the  ship  as  a  general  ship,  and  appointed  a  stevedore  for  the 
outward  voyage,  and  the  stevedore  and  his  men  went  on  board 
for  the  purpose  of  stowing  the  cargo.  No  contract  was  made 
with  the  master  in  respect  to  the  goods,  and  it  substantially  ap- 
pears that  he  did  not  know  that  the  sugar-pans  were  to  be 
shipped.  They  were  sent  alongside  by  the  shippers,  and  while 
the  stevedore  and  his  men  were  hoisting  them  on  board,  two  of 
them  were  by  their  negligence  damaged,  and  the  shipper^  sued 
the  master  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  of  aflBreightment.  Judg- 
ment in  the  Common  Pleas  was  rendered  for  the  defendant  upon 
the  ground  that  no  contract  had  been  made  with  the  master,  and 
that  no  wrong  had  been  done  by  the  master  and  crew.  Appeal 
was  taken  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  where  the  judgment  was 
afiSrmed  upon  the  same  ground,  the  chief  baron  remarking  that 
the  master  is  not  liable  except  in  the  case  of  a  contract  with  him 
or  some  act  done  by  him  or  the  crew  for  which  he  is  responsible, 
adding  that  there  was  not  in  that  case  any  contract  made  by  the 
master,  nor  any  act  done  by  him  or  the  crew  which  led  to  the 
damage. 

No  extended  remarks  in  regard  to  the  second  case  referred  to 
are  necessary,  as  the  court  held  that  there  was  nothing  in  the 
charter-party  to  exonerate  the  owner  from  responsibility  for  neg- 
ligent and  improper  stowage  by  the  stevedores  employed  by  the 
charterer  under  the  special  stipulation  in  the  charter-party. 

Where  the  stipulation  in  the  charter-party  was  that  "  the  char- 
terer's stevedore  was  to  be  employed  by  the  ship,"  and  the  char- 
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tcrer  neglected  to  make  any  appointment,  the  Common  Pleas 
held,  in  the  third  case  cited,  that  proof  of  such  failure  was  no 
answer  to  an  action  against  the  ship-owners  for  not  loading  a  fidl 
cargo,  the  chief  justice  remarking  that  what  the  defence  assumed 
was  a  fallacy;  that  the  stipulation  did  not  require  the  charterers 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  appoint  a  stevedore ;  that  it  was  intro- 
duced for  the  purpose  of  giving  them  an  option ;  that  if  they  , 
chose  to  exercise  the  option,  it  would  be  the  master's  duty  to 
employ  and  pay  the  stevedore  so  appointed ;  that  if  they  did  not, 
the  master  was  still  bound  to  take  on  board  as  much  cargo  as  the 
ship  could  reasonably  carry. 

No  support  to  the  views  of  the  libellants  in  this  case  can  be 
found  in  the  remaining  case  cited  in  their  favor,  as  the  court 
say  in  that  case  that  they  attach  no  weight  to  the  fact  that  the 
stevedores  by  ^whom  the  cargo  was  loaded  were  appointed  by 
the  charterer's  agents,  and  they  held  that  as  the  charter  did  not 
amount  to  a  demise  of  the  ship,  and  the  owners  remained  in  pos- 
session of  the  same,  the  shipper  was  entitled  to  look  to  the  owners 
as  responsible  for  the  safe  carriage  of  the  goods,  inasmuch  as  they 
had  delivered  the  merchandise  to  be  carried  in  the  ship  in  igno- 
rance that  she  was  chartered,  and  had  dealt  with  the  master  as 
clothed  with  the  ordinary  authority  of  a  master  appointed  by  tbe 
owners.     Whether  the  general  owner  retains  the  possession  and 
command  of  the  ship,  or  the  control  and  navigation  of  the  same 
passes  to  the  charterer,  the  shipper  under  an  ordinary  bill  of 
lading  may  have  his  remedy  against  the  ship,  but  whether  the 
general  owner  or  the  charterer  is  liable  depends  upon  the  terms 
of  the  charter-party.     Where  it  operates  as  a  demise  of  the  ship 
itself  the  charterer  becomes  liable  as  the  owner  for  the  voyage; 
but  if  it  is  simply  a  contract  of  affreightment,  as  in  this  case,  the 
general  owner  is  liable,  for  every  damage  chargeable  to  a  carrier, 
unless  by  special  contract  the  shipper  of  the  cargo  was  to  load 
and  stow  the  goods.     Sandeman  v.  Scurr^  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  96. 
Such  liability  is  an  incident  of  ownership,  and  is  chargeable  to 
the  general  owner  unless  it  appears  by  express  stipidations  that 
the  obligation  has  been  assumed  by  the  charterer  as  special 
owner  for  the  voyage.     Colvin  v.  Newherry^  6  Bligh.  187.    Eefe^ 
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ence  is  also  made  by  the  libellants  to  the  case  of  7^e  Miletus^  5 
Blatch.  885,  but  as  the  reporter  does  not  give  either  the  stipulsr 
tion  of  the  charter-party  or  the  facts  and  circumstances  attend- 
ing the  loading  and  stowing  of  the  cargo,  it  is  not  possible  to 
regard  it  as  controlling  the  question  before  the  court.  Authority 
to  appoint  a  head  stevedore  was  granted  to  the  charterer  in  an- 
other case  not  referred  to  by  either  party.  The  Helencj  Brown- 
ing &  L.  415.  Comment  upon  that  case  is  unnecessary,  as  the 
charter-party  provided  that  the  cargo  shoidd  be  received  and 
stowed  by  the  master,  ^^  the  charterers  being  allowed  to  appoint 
a  head  stevedore  at  the  expense  and  under  the  inspection  and 
responsibility  of  the  master  for  proper  stowage/'  It  was  sug- 
gested, at  the  argument  of  the  case,  that  the  master  could  not  be 
liable  for  bad  stowage,  as  the  charterers  appointed  a  head  steve- 
dore ;  but  the  court  held  that  the  stowage  was  under  the  inspec- 
tion and  responsibility  of  the  mastgr  by  the  terms  of  the  contract. 
Stowage  in  the  case  before  the  court  was  made  under  the  inspec- 
tion of  the  acting  master  and  part-owner  of  the  ship,  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  charterers  or  the  slightest  control  or  inter- 
ference on  their  part,  and  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
owners  assumed  every  responsibility  which  belongs  to  a  carrier 
by  water  for  hire. 

Suppose,  however,  that  the  rule  is  otherwise,  and  that  the  own- 
ers of  the  ship  were  not  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  clerk  and 
stevedore  at  the  port  where  the  goods  were  shipped,  still  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  respondents  must  prevail,  as  the 
libellants  fail  to  show  that  any  of  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
shippers  were  occasioned  by  any  act  of  the  clerk  or  by  bad  stow- 
age. They  do  not  pretend  that  the  charterers  were  responsible 
for  the  safe  custody,  due  transport,  or  right  delivery  of  the  goods, 
except  so  far  as  the  acts  of  the  clerk  and  stevedore  form  a  part 
of  that  obligation.  Undoubtedly  some  of  the  goods  were  injured 
or  lost,  and  the  District  Court  at  the  hearing  on  the  merits  as- 
sumed that  the  injuries  or  losses,  or  some  part  of  them,  were  occa- 
sioned by  the  acts  of  the  clerk  and  stevedore  at  the  port  of  load- 
ing. His  conclusion  was,  therefore,  that  the  libellants  wore 
entitled  to  a  decree,  as  he  held  that  the  charterers  were  respon- 
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sible  for  all  such  damages,  and,  consequently,  that  they  were 
liable  to  that  extent  for  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  charter-money. 
Governed  by  those  views  he  entered  a  decree  for  the  libellantB, 
and  sent  the  cause  to  an  assessor  to  report  the  amount ;  but  the 
assessor  reported  that  no  part  of  the  damage  is  proved  to  have 
been  caused  by  bad  stowage,  or  by  the  fault  of  the  clerk  at  the 
port  of  loading.     Before  the  cause  was  sent  to  an  assessor,  the 
District  Court  decided  that  the  ship-owners  were  liable  for  all  the 
sums  paid  to  the  shippers  except  for  the  amount,  if  any,  paid  foe 
bad  stowage  and  the  fault  of  the  clerk.    Objections  were  made 
by  the  libellants  to  the  report  of  the  assessor,  but  the  conit 
after  hearing  the  parties  accepted  the  report  and  dismissed  tiie 
libel.    No  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  report  of  the  assessor, 
and  the  evidence  exhibited  in  the  record  shows  beyond  a  doubt 
that  the  conclusion  of  the  assessor  was  correct.    Comment  upon 
the  occurrences  at  the  port  of  discharge  is  quite  unnecessary,  as 
the  agreed  statement  shows  that  the  ship  was  discharged  bj  a 
stevedore  employed  by  the  master  without  any  reference  to  tb© 
charterers.    Regarded,  therefore,  in  either  light,  the  libel  is  not 
sustained  by  the  libellants,  and  the  decree  of  the  District  Coait 
must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 
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When  the  complainant  in  a  patent  suit  has  introdaced  his  letters  patent  in  evideDce,  ft 
affords  a  prima  facie  presumption  that  the  alleged  inventor  was  the  original  sod  iin^ 
inventor  of  what  is  therein  described  as  his  invention.  This  is  the  case  where  the  re- 
spondent is  a  patentee  nnder  letters  patent  subsequent  in  date  which  are  also  introdaoed 
in  evidence. 
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The  patentee  filed  his  caveat  in  1868.  Daring  the  period  intermediate  between  the  filing 
of  his  caveat  and  his  application  for  a  patent  the  inventor  was  employed  in  making  ex- 
perimenta  and  in  perfecting  his  invention.  The  court  held,  that  the  evidence  did  not 
show  that  any  invention  was  completed  by  an  alleged  prior  inventor  before  the  caveat 

•  was  filed,  and  that  whatever  was  donb  by  him  was  done  while  in  the  employ  of  the 
patentee. 

The  question  of  abandonment  by  the  patentee  having  been  fully  examined  in  a  former  suit 
under  the  same  patent,  further  discussion  of  it  in  this  case  was  deemed  unnecessary. 

The  claim  of  the  patent  was  for  tlie  **  plate  of  hard  rubber  or  vulcanite,  or  its  equivalent, 
for  holding  artificial  teeth.**  The  respondent  used  hard  rubber,  as  he  found  it  combined 
OT  prepared  by  others,  as  a  substitute  for  gold  or  other  substance  in  forming  the  plate 
and  for  holding  the  teeth.  Held,  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  show  infringement,  to 
prove  that  the  respondent  used  the  hard  rubber  described  in  the  hard  rubber  patent  re- 
ferred to  in  the  complainants*  specifiations. 

The  respondent  used  rubber  for  the  plates  as  a  substitute  for  metallic  plates;  he  employed 
the  same  mechanical  means  in  forming  the  plates,  and  for  setting  and  adjusting  the 
teeth,  and  heat  to  harden  the  rubber,  and  fit  the  product  for  practical  use.    Ileld^  that 
fafringement  of  the  complainants*  patent  was  shown,  although  he  used  a  rubber  com- 
pounded with  iodine  and  not  with  sulphur  (as  did  the  complainants),  and  under  a  dif- 
ferent patent. 
The  invention  described  in  the  specifications  of  this  patent  is  not  merely  a  discovery  of  a 
chemical  process  for  preparing  a  described  substance  for  use  in  forming  plates  to  be 
used  for  hiding  the  teeth,  and  one  may  be  an  infringer  if  he  does  not  use  every  one  of 
the  ingredients  of  that  process. 
Keither  the  correspondence  between  the  commissioner  of  patents  and  the  applicant  nor  the 
i  proeeedings  in  the  patent  office,  pending  an  application,  are  admissible  as  evidence  to 

alarge,  diminish,  or  vary  the  language  of  the  claim  of  a  patent. 
Patents  for  inventions  are,  if  practicable,  to  be  so  construed  as  to  uphold  and  not  to  destroy 
the  right  of  the  inventors. 


Tms  was  a  bill  in  equity  founded  upon  letters  patent  of  the 
United  States,  granted  to  John  A.  Gummings,  June  7,  1864, 
reissued  March  21, 1865,  and  assigned  to  complainants,  for  new 
tod  useful  improvements  in  plates  for  artificial  teeth. 

The  claim  was  as  follows  :  "  The  plate  of  hard  rubber  or  vul- 
canite, or  its  equivalent,  for  holding  artificial  teeth,  or  teeth  and 
gtuns,  substantially  as  described." 

B.  R.  Curtis  and  Browne  and  HblmeSj  for  complainants. 

S.  2>.  Lawj  J,  A.  Foster  J  B.  F.  ThurstoUj  Wingate  Hayes^  for 
respondent. 

CuFRORD,  J.  Most  of  the  questions  involved  in  the  pleadings 
i&  this  case  were  presented  in  the  case  of  the  Dental  Vulcanite 
Company  v.  Wethtrbeey  2  Cliflf.  555,  and  were  at  that  time  care- 
Wly  examined  and  decided.  Leave,  however,  to  reargue  those 
^Qestions  was  granted  to  the  respondent  at  the  hearing  in  this 
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case ;  but  the  court  is  still  of  the  opinion  that  all  of  the  questions 
presented  in  the  former  case  were  correctly  decided  on  the  evi- 
dence then  exhibited,  and  refers  to  the  opinion  given  on  that 
occasion  for  the  reasons  upon  which  that  conclusion  rests.  Some 
points  are  made  by  the  present  respondent,  and  some  new  en- 
donee  is  introduced  on  the  issue  of  novelty,  which  renders  it 
necessary  to  re-examine  the  case  in  those  particulars. 

He  contends  that  the  complainants  are  not  a  manufacturing 
corporation  within  the  meaning  of  the  State  statute,  because 
their  rubber  plates  are  made  to  order,  and  because  they  are  not 
made  by  the  company.  Due  consideration  was  given  to  that 
objection  on  the  former  occasion,  and  therefore  it  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  refer  to  that  part  of  the  opinion  as  reported  in  the  second 
volume  of  Clifford's  reports.  Nothing  new  is  presented  in  that 
part  of  the  argument. 

Objections  of  more  importance  are  taken  to  the  validity  of  the 
patent,  which  will  be  separately  considered.  They  are  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

That  the  alleged  invention  is  not  new  and  was  not  patent- 
able. 

That  the  original  patentee,  John  A.  Cummings,  was  not  the 
original  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement. 

Construed  as  the  patent  was  by  the  court  in  the  former  case,  it 
is  hardly  denied  that  the  described  improvement  was  patentable; 
but  the  argument  now  is,  that  the  letters  patent  do  not  cover  the 
process  for  making  '^  the  plate  for  holding  artificial  teeth,  or  teetk 
and  gums '' ;  that  it  covers  ^^  nothing  but  the  use  of  bard  rubber 
in -making  plates  for  artificial  teeth,"  which,  it  is  insisted,  is  Dct 
patentable,  as  the  qualities  of  the  material  were  known  to  all  ibe 
world,  and  that  the  suggestion  that  it  could  be  applied  to  such  a 
purpose  was  not  a  discovery  or  invention  within  the  meaning  of 
the  patent  law.  Had  the  claim  of  the  patent  been  such  as  is  sap- 
posed  in  the  proposition,  there  would  perhaps  be  some  foundation 
for  the  argument ;  but  the  proposition  is  founded  on  a  mistaken 
view  of  what  is  claimed  by  the  patentee  in  the  second  reissue. 

The  claim  of  the  patent  is  ^^  the  plate  of  hard  rubber  or  ml- 
canite,  or  its  equivalent,  for  holding  artificial  teeth,  or  teeth  and 
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gums,  sabstantially  as  described."  As  designated  in  the  patent, 
the  inyention  is  a  new  and  useful  improvement  in  artificial  gums ; 
but  it  is  described  in  the  beginning  of  the  specification  as  a  new 
and  useful  improvement  in  plates  for  artificial  teeth,  which,  per- 
haps, is  the  better  general  description. 

Taken  literally,  the  claim  is  for  the  product  as  manufactured ; 
but  when  the  introductory  words  are  considered  in  connection 
with  the  words  ^^  substantially  as  described,"  it  is  clear  that  it 
includes  not  only  the  plate  of  hard  rubber  for  holding  artificial 
teeth,  or  teeth  and  gums,  l^ut  the  process  or  mode  by  which  they 
are  constructed.  Unsupported,  as  the  theory  of  the  respondent 
is,  by  any  phrase  or  word  contained  in  the  claim  or  specification, 
it  does  not  seem  to  require  any  argument  to  refute  it  except  to 
say  that  the  meaning  of  letters  patent,  like  other  grants  or  writ- 
ten instruments,  must  be  ascertained  by  the  language  employed, 
as  applied  to  the  subject  matter. 

Much  aid  may  be  derived  in  construing  the  claim  of  a  patent 
by  referring  to  the  descriptive  p^  of  the  specification,  and 
reference  may  also  be  made,  if  need  be,  to  the  drawings  and 
patent-office  model ;  but  neither  the  correspondence  between  the 
C(Mnmissioner  and  the  applicant  nor  the  proceedings  in  the  pat- 
ent-office are  admissible  to  enlarge,  diminish,  or  vary  the  lan- 
guage of  the  claim. 

Evidence  to  prove  the  state  of  the  art  is  admissible,  and  expert 
testimony  to  aid  in  expounding  and  defining  technical  words  and 
phrases  may  be  received,  but  in  all  other  respects  the  rules  for 
the  construction  of  letters  patent  are  the  same  as  those  applied 
in  construing  other  grants  and  written  instruments.  Patents  for 
inventions  are  to  receive  a  liberal  interpretation,  and  are,  if  practi- 
cable, to  be  so  construed  as  to  uphold  and  not  to  destroy  the  right 
of  the  inventors.  Turrill  v.  Michigan  S.  ^  N.  R.  It.  Co.j  1  Wall. 
491 ;  Ames  v.  Howard,  1  Sum.  482. 

Beference  in  this  case  must  be  made  to  the  descriptive  part  of 
the  specification  as  well  as  to  the  claim,  and  when  that  is  done  it 
becomes  apparent  that  the  views  of  the  respondent  cannot  be 
sustained. 

Special  reference  is  made  by  the  inventor,  in  the  first  place, 
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to  the  objections  and  inconveniences  observable  in  the  old  mode 
of  attaching  artificial  teeth  to  a  metallic  plate,  and  fitting  the 
same  to  the  roof  of  the  mouth.  They  were,  as  stated  in  the 
specification,  that  the  metal  was  expensive,  and  that  the  plate 
being  hard  and  unyielding  was  apt  to  injure  the  mouth,  and  that 
its  tendency  was  to  impede  mastication  and  obstruct  articulatioD. 
He  then  describes  the  hard  rubber  which  he  uses  for  that  pur- 
pose, characterizing  it  as  an  elastic  material,  possessing  and  re- 
taining, when  used  for  that  purpose,  sufficient  rigidity  for  Ae 
purpose  of  mastication,  and  yet  being  pliable  enough  to  yield  a 
little  to  the  motion  of  the  mouth. 

His  invention,  as  he  states,  consists  in  forming  the  plate,  to 
which  the  teeth  or  teeth  and  gums  are  attached,  of  hard  rubber 
or  vulcanite ;  but  he  proceeds  at  once  to  give  a  description  of  tha 
manner  of  making  the  hard  rubber  plates,  from  which  it  appean 
that  impressions  are  taken  of  the  mouth  or  that  part  of  it  whick 
the  plate  is  to  fit,  of  wax  or  plaster,  in  the  same  manner  as  is 
usually  practised  in  the  construction  of  gold  plates  for  artificial 
teeth.  Superadded  to  that  is  also  a  description  of  the  meaitf 
employed  in  setting  and  securing  the  teeth,  as  also  of  the  kinds 
of  teeth  which  may  be  employed.  They  are  provided  with  pins 
projecting  in  such  a  manner  that  the  rubber  will  close  around 
them  and  hold  them  securely  in  position.  Minute  description  is 
also  given  of  the  manner  in  which  they  are  set  in  place  and  ad- 
justed to  the  proper  distance  and  fulness ;  and  when  completed, 
the  statement  is  that  the  plaster  mould,  with  the  teeth  set  af  de- 
scribed, is  carefully  filled  with  soft  inibber,  and  the  same  is  mads 
secure  in  its  position  by  placing  another  plaster  mould  over  iti 
and  while  in  that  condition  it  is  heated  and  baked  in  an  oven,  or 
in  some  other  suitable  way. 

Other  analogous  considerations  might  be  deduced  from  the  de- 
scription of  the  invention  as  given  in  the  specification,  to  negative 
the  theory  of  the  respondent  as  to  the  construction  of  the  pajent, 
but  it  does  not  seem  to  be  necessary  to  pursue  the  subject,  is 
those  already  referred  to  are  amply  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
views  of  the  respondent  find  no  substantial  support  from  the  !»»• 
guage  employed  in  any  part  of  the  specification. 


I 
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>  next  objection  taken  by  tbe  respon- 

-^ainant  to  a  decree,  and  he  has  in- 

^  that  issue  in  the  pleadings,  but 

li  character  to  require  any  extended 

.  m  his  answer  that  letters  patent  were 

^i  patentee,  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of  com- 

jiiTt  adheres  to  the  opinion  that  the  letters 

oeen  introduced  in  evidence  by  the  complainants 

I  facie  presumption  that  the  patentee  was  the  origi- 

Inventor  of  what  is  therein  described  as  his  inven- 

m  Woolen  Co.  v.  Jordan^  7  Wall.  596;  Blanchard 

m,  8  Wall.  428. 

made  to  show  that  that  rule  does  not  apply  in  this 
etters  patent  haye  also  been  granted  to  the  respon- 
B  clear  that  the  introduction  of  the  respondent's 
ot  change  the  burden  of  proof  on  the  question  of 
must  still  prove  the  allegation  of  his  answer  that 
atentee  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of 
mt. 

ibts  were  formerly  entertained  whether  the  letters 
respondent  were  admissible  in  any  view  of  the  case, 
the  settled  rule  that  the  question  of  infringement 
trolled  or  materially  afiected  by  such  consideration. 
\l  v.  Pvinam^  8  Wall.  425 ;  Coming  et  al  v.  Burden^ 

3cision  in  the  case  last  named,  the  letters  patent  of 
are  admitted  in  evidence  on  the  question  of  novelty 

some  weight,  where  the  evidence  is  nicely  bal- 
ls quite  incorrect  to  suppose  that  a  patent  subse- 

can  have  the  effect  as  evidence  to  overcome  the 
resumption  otherwise  afforded  by  the  introduction 
r  date,  that  the  patentee  was  the  original  and  first 
lat  is  therein  described  as  his  improvement.  Such 
s  without  any  foundation  in  principle,  and  finds  no 
r  analogy  of  the  law  or  in  any  decided  case. 
[)on  the  evidence  in  the  former  case  are  unneces- 
ourt  is  satisfied  that  the  decree  in  that  case  was 
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case ;  but  the  court  is  still  of  the  opinion  that  all  of  the  questioiiB 
presented  in  the  former  case  were  correctly  decided  on  the  evi- 
dence then  exhibited,  and  refers  to  the  opinion  given  on  that 
occasion  for  the  reasons  upon  which  that  conclusion  rests.  Some 
points  are  made  by  the  present  respondent,  and  some  new  evi- 
dence is  introduced  on  the  issue  of  novelty,  which  renders  it 
necessary  to  re-examine  the  case  in  those  particulars. 

He  contends  that  the  complainants  are  not  a  manufacturing 
corporation  within  the  meaning  of  the  State  statute,  because 
their  rubber  plates  are  made  to  order,  and  because  they  are  not 
made  by  the  company.  Due  consideration  was  given  to  that 
objection  on  the  former  occasion,  and  therefore  it  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  refer  to  that  part  of  the  opinion  as  reported  in  the  second 
volume  of  Clifford's  reports.  Nothing  new  is  presented  in  that 
part  of  the  argument. 

Objections  of  more  importance  are  taken  to  the  validity  of  the 
patent,  which  will  be  separately  considered.  They  are  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

That  the  alleged  invention  is  not  new  and  was  not  patent- 
able. 

That  the  original  patentee,  John  A.  Cummings,  was  not  the 
original  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement. 

Construed  as  the  patent  was  by  the  court  in  the  former  case,  it 
is  hardly  denied  that  the  described  improvement  was  patentable; 
but  the  argument  now  is,  that  the  letters  patent  do  not  cover  the 
process  for  making  '^  the  plate  for  holding  artificial  teeth,  or  teeth 
and  gums  " ;  that  it  covers  ^^  nothing  but  the  use  of  hard  rubber 
in  making  plates  for  artificial  teeth,"  which,  it  is  insisted,  is  not 
patentable,  as  the  qualities  of  the  material  were  known  to  all  the 
world,  and  that  the  suggestion  that  it  could  be  applied  to  sachi 
purpose  was  not  a  discovery  or  invention  vnthin  the  meaning  of 
the  patent  law.  Had  the  claim  of  the  patent  been  such  as  is  sop- 
posed  in  the  proposition,  there  would  perhaps  be  some  foundatioii 
for  the  argument ;  but  the  proposition  is  founded  on  a  mistakea 
view  of  what  is  claimed  by  the  patentee  in  the  second  reissue. 

The  claim  of  the  patent  is  ^^  the  plate  of  hard  rubber  or  Toi' 
canite,  or  its  equivalent,  for  holding  artificial  teeth,  or  teeth  9jA 
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gams,  substantially  as  described."  As  designated  in  the  patent, 
the  inyention  is  a  new  and  useful  improvement  in  artificial  gums ; 
but  it  is  described  in  the  beginning  of  the  specification  as  a  new 
and  useful  improvement  in  plates  for  artificial  teeth,  which,  per- 
haps, is  the  better  general  description. 

Taken  literally,  the  claim  is  for  the  product  as  manufactured ; 
but  when  the  introductory  words  are  considered  in  connection 
with  the  words  ^^  substantially  as  described,"  it  is  clear  that  it 
includes  not  only  the  plate  of  hard  rubber  for  holding  artificial 
toeUi,  or  teeth  and  gums,  l^ut  the  process  or  mode  by  which  they 
are  constructed.  Unsupported,  as  the  theory  of  the  respondent 
18,  bj  any  phrase  or  word  contained  in  the  clsdm  or  specification, 
it  does  not  seem  to  require  any  argument  to  refute  it  except  to 
8aj  that  the  meaning  of  letters  patent,  like  other  grants  or  writ- 
ten instruments,  must  be  ascertained  by  the  language  employed, 
as  applied  to  the  subject  matter. 

Much  aid  may  be  derived  in  construing  the  claim  of  a  patent 
hj  referring  to  the  descriptive  p^  of  the  specification,  and 
reference  may  also  be  made,  if  need  be,  to  the  drawings  and 
patentoffice  model ;  but  neither  the  correspondence  between  the 
commissioner  and  the  applicant  nor  the  proceedings  in  the  pat- 
«iitK)ffice  are  admissible  to  enlarge,  diminish,  or  vary  the  lan- 
guage of  the  claim. 

Evidence  to  prove  the  state  of  the  art  is  admissible,  and  expert 
testimony  to  aid  in  expounding  and  defining  technical  words  and 
phrases  may  be  received,  but  in  all  other  respects  the  rules  for 
the  construction  of  letters  patent  are  the  same  as  those  applied 
in  construing  other  grants  and  written  instruments.  Patents  for 
infentions  are  to  receive  a  liberal  interpretation,  and  are,  if  practi- 
cable, to  be  so  construed  as  to  uphold  and  not  to  destroy  the  right 
of  the  inventors.  Turrill  v.  Michigan  S.  ^  N.  R.  B.  Co.j  1  Wall. 
491 ;  Ames  v.  Howardj  1  Sum.  482. 

Reference  in  this  case  must  be  made  to  the  descriptive  part  of 
the  specification  as  well  as  to  the  claim,  and  when  that  is  done  it 
Womes  apparent  that  the  views  of  the  respondent  cannot  be 
sustained. 

Special  reference  is  made  by  the  inventor,  in  the  first  place, 
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for  setting  and  adjusting  the  teeth  and  for  securing  them  in  posi- 
tion as  the  complainants  do,  and  he  also  employs  heat  to  harden 
the  rubber  and  fit  the  product  for  practical  use  as  a  substitute  for 
natural  teeth. 

Two  theories  appear  to  be  set  up  by  the  respondent,  and  they 
are  not  entirely  consistent :  — 

1.  That  the  invention  used  by  the  complainants  is  merely  a 
discovery  that  hard  rubber,  as  manufactured  under  the  hard  rub- 
ber patent,  may  be  applied  as  a  substitute  for  metallic  substances 
in  forming  plates  for  artificial  teeth  and  for  securing  the  teeth  in 
position. 

2.  That  the  invention  is  merely  a  discovery  of  a  chemical  pro- 
cess for  preparing  a  described  substance  for  use  in  forming -plates 
to  be  used  for  the  before-mentioned  purpose,  and  that  no  one  can 
be  regarded  as  an  infringer  unless  he  uses  every  one  of  the  ingre- 
dients of  that  process. 

But  neither  of  the  theories  is  correct.  Sufficient  has  already 
been  remarked  to  refute  the  first  suggestion,  and  it  is  quite  ob?i* 
ous  that  the  second  is  equally  fallacious  and  unsupported  by  any* 
thing  to  be  found  in  the  specification. 

Decree  for  the  complainants. 


Dewit  C.  Pendleton  v.  Rufus  B.  Kissley. 

While  collecting  the  fares,  the  clerk  of  a  steamer  owned  by  the  defendant,  inflicted  ^ 
sonal  injuries  upon  the  plaintiff,  on  board  the  vessel  during  one  of  her  regoltr  tri|ii> 
ffeldf  the  plaintiff  could  recover  of  the  defendant  for  the  injuries  received,  althon^^ 
defendant  did  not  authorize  the  acts  of  his  employee. 

The  principles  of  law  applicable  to  the  relations  of  master  and  servant,  do  not  AiIIj  define 
the  rights,  duties,  and  obligations  between  carriers  of  passengers,  and  passengers ;  thc^ 
are  not  merely  citizens  bearing  only  toward  each  other  the  relations  which  one  dtiiO 
bears  to  another:  the  carrier  had  agreed  to  carry  for  hire  the  passenger  from  one pb* 
to  another,  and  was  responsible  for  any  breach  of  the  obligation  he  had  assoffled,  tbst 
the  passenger  should  not  be  ill  used  by  himself  or  his  employees. 

A  dispute  had  arisen  between  the  clerk  and  the  passenger  as  to  the  latter's  fare,  battbf 
question  whether  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the  injuries  Inflicted  by  his  clerk  upootba 
plaintiff  was  decided  irrespective  of  that  dispute,  and  as  if  none  such  had  arisen. 
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Passengers  do  not  only  contract  for  room  and  transportation,  but  for  good  treatment,  and 
it  is  the  dnty  of  the  owners  to  nse  due  care  and  exertion  to  protect  them  fVom  any  de- 
gree of  Tiolence,  or  kind  of  abase  or  ill-treatment  fVom  other  passengers,  or  the  owners* 
tervants  or  other  persons  coming  on  board  daring  the  trip. 

The  principal  in  this  class  of  cases  is  liable  for  the  miscondact  of  the  employee,  when  it 
occasions  ii^ary  to  the  passenger,  whether  arising  from  malice  or  neglect. 

Case  against  the  defendant  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  re- 
sulting to  the  plaintiff  from  an  assault  and  battery  alleged  to  have 
been  inflicted  upon  him  by  one  Charles  L.  Stanhope.    Personal 
injiuies  were  inflicted  on  the  plaintiff  by  Charles  L.  Stanhope, 
clerk  of  the  steamboat  Perry,  employed  at  the  time  and  for 
many  years  before  in  carrjdng  passengers  and  freight  between 
Newport  and  Proyidence,  in  this  district,  and  he  brought  action 
againdt  the  defendant,  as  the  owner  of  the  steamer,  to  recoyer 
eompensation  for  the  injuries  so  inflicted  while  he  was  a  pas- 
senger on  board  the  steamer.    Service  having  been  made  upon 
the  defendant,  he  appeared  and  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and 
upon  that  issue  the  parties  went  to  trial,  and  the  jury,  under  the 
inrtructions  of  the  court,  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
mbject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  questions  of  law  reserved 
by  the  court  for  further  consideration.    Evidence  was  introduced 
by  the  plaintiff  suflScient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that  the 
defendant  was  owner  of  the  steamer  for  the  voyage,  as  it  ap- 
peared that  the  record  title  of  the  steamer  was  in  his  name, 
that  the  clerk  was  in  the  employment  of  the  defendant,  and  that 
tlie  steamer  was  not  under  charter  to  any  other  person. 

Business  made  it  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  go  to  Providence 

on  the  2dth  of  August,  1862,  and,  being  at  Newport  at  the  time,  he 

^ent  on  board  of  the  steamer  for  that  purpose  before  she  started 

from  Newport  on  her  morning  trip  to  the  former  place.    He  had 

often  passed  over  that  route  in  that  steamer  before,  and,  having 

been  accustomed  to  purchase  tickets  for  the  trip,  of  the  clerk  of 

^  steamer,  he  applied  to  him  for  one  on  this  occasion,  within  a 

*lH)rt  time  after  he  went  on  board,  and  offered  him  a  one-dollar 

^  on  one  of  the  national  banks  of  the  State  to  pay  for  the 

^cket.     The  price  of  tickets  was  fifty  cents,  and  the  witness 

^ates  that  he  had  frequently  offered  bills  for  tickets  before  that 

^Ukie,  and  seen  others  do  the  same  thing,  and  that  the  clerk 
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always  received  the  bills  and  made  change  without  anj  objec- 
tions.   On  this  occasion,  however,  he  refused  to  take  the  bill,  or 
give  him  a  ticket,  saying  that  he  had  no  change,  to  which  the 
plaintiff  replied,  ^^  K  you  have  no  change,  give  me  postage- 
stamps,"  but  the  clerk  replied  to  that  suggestion  that  he  had  no 
postage-stamps,  and  suggested  that  the  plamtiff  would  have  to 
take  two  tickets,  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  that  he  did  not 
want  two  tickets,  adding  that  he  was  not  accustomed  to  purchase 
tickets  in  advance.    Whereupon  the  plaintiff  left  the  main  deck, 
where  the  office  of  the  clerk  was,  and  went  to  the  saloon  deck 
above,  where  there  were  many  gentlemen  and  ladies  and  children 
sitting  on  the  settees  facing  the  stem  of  the  steamer.    Nothing 
further  of  importance  occurred  till  after  the  steamer  passed 
Portsmouth  grove,  when  the  express-agent  came  round  to  collect 
the  tickets  from  the  passengers,  as  he  sometijgaes  did,  in  the 
place  of  the  clerk  who  had  charge  of  that  business.     He  went  ta 
the  plaintiff  and  asked  for  his  ticket,  but  the  plaintiff  told  him 
that  he  had  none ;  that  he  offered  to  pay  for  one  when  he  fint 
came  on  board,  and  that  the  offer  which  he  made  was  refused,  to 
which  the  express-agent  replied,  ^^  You  will  have  it  to  pay,"  and 
passed  along.    In  a  few  minutes  the  clerk  and  the  expren- 
agent  came  up  together,  and  the  clerk  demanded  pay  for  his  Sue 
of  the  plaintiff,  but  the  plaintiff  replied  substantially  as  before, 
that  he  had  once  offered  to  pay  for  a  ticket,  and  that  he,  Ao 
clerk,  had  refused  to  accept  the  pay  for  the  same.    Here  Ao 
conversation  ended,  but  the  clerk  seized  the  plaintiff  by  fte 
collar  and  pulled  him  violently  firom  the  settee  where  he  vib 
sitting,  pushed  him  from  there  to  the  companion-way,  and  8ho?ei 
him  down  those  steps  to  the  main  deck,  near  where  he  was  wImd 
he  offered  to  purchase  and  pay  for  a  ticket,  and  from  there  be 
pushed  him  to  the  companion-way  leading  to  the  lower  deck, 
and  shoved  him  down  that  passageway  also  to  the  lower  cibiD) 
and  set  him  down  violently  on  the  seat  near  the  berths,  and  kft 
him  without  any  explanation.    Left  alone  he  remained  there  fiir 
a  short  time,  and  then  went  to  the  saloon  deck,  where  he  vie 
when  he  was  assaulted,  and  on  the  arrival  of  the  steamer  it 
Providence  he  left  her  unmolested,  and  on  the  following  diy 
returned  to  his  own  residence. 
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Evidence  was  introduced  by  the  plaintiff  tending  to  show  that 
he  was  aerioualy  injured  in  his  back  and  other  parts  of  his  body, 
and  that  the  injuries  were  of  a  permanent  character.  Much 
testimony  was  introduced  as  to  the  extent  of  his  injuries,  but  it 
is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  it  in  this  report,  as  the  defendant  at 
ilie  close  of  the  plaintiff^s  case  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the 
juy  that  in  view  of  the  whole  evidence  the  plaintiff  could  not 
lecover,  and  that  their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant ;  and 
die  court  gave  that  instruction  as  requested.  After  the  verdict 
a  motion  for  new  trial  was  duly  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
parties  were  heard  upon  the  question  whether  the  defendant  in 
any  view  of  the  evidence  was  liable  for  the  assault  committed 
on  the  plaintiff  by  the  clerk  of  the  steamer. 

J.  M.  Blake  and  F.  W.  Mirur^  for  plaintiff. 

W.  P.  Sheffiddj  for  defendant. 

CuFFOBD,  J.  Owners  of  vessels  engaged  m  carrying  passen- 
gen  assume  obligations  somewhat  different  from  those  whose 
leaaelB  are  employed  as  common  carriers  of  merchandise.  Obli- 
gations of  the  kind  in  the  former  case  are  in  some  respects  less 
extensive  and  more  qualified  than  in  the  latter,  as  the  owners  of 
die  vessel  carrying  passengers  are  not  insurers  of  the  lives  of  their 
ptnengers,  nor  even  of  their  safety,  but  in  most  other  respects 
tte  obligations  assumed  are  equally  comprehensive  and  stringent. 
Carriers  of  passengers  by  land,  it  was  said  in  one  of  the  early 
cases,  are  not  liable  for  injuries  happening  to  passengers  firom 
unforeseen  accident  or  misfortune,  where  there  has  been  no  neg- 
ligence or  defSeiult;  but  it  was  held  in  the  same  case  that  the 
Bnallest  negligence  would  render  the  carrier  liable,  and  that  the 
^inestion  of  negligence  was  for  the  jury.  Aston  v.  Heaven  etal.f2 
Sq).  R.  588.  Where  the  injury  for  which  the  action  was  brought 
lesnlted  from  the  breaking  of  the  axle  of  the  coach,  the  court 
1^,  in  the  case  of  Christie  v.  Griggs^  2  Gamp.  79,  that  ^^  when 
^  breaking  down  or  overturning  of  a  coach  is  proved,  negli- 
gsnce  on  the  part  of  the  owner  is  implied,"  subject,  of  course,  to 
C|ipodng  testimony ;  that  the  question  of  negligence  was  for  the 
jvj ;  that  if  it  appeared  that  the  axle-tree  was  sound,  ^^  as  far 
^  the  human  eye  could  discover,"  the  defendant  was  not  liable ; 
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that  there  was  a  difference  between  a  contract  to  cany  goods  and 
a  contract  to  carry  passengers;  that  the  carrier  of  goods  was 
liable  at  all  events ;  that  the  carrier  of  passengers  did  not  war- 
rant their  safety ;  that  his  undertaking  went  no  further  than  that 
he  would  provide  for  their  safe  conveyance  as  far  as  human  care 
and  foresight  could  go ;  that  the  owner  was  liable  if  there  was 
the  least  negligence ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  remedy  for 
the  misfortune  if  the  breaking  down  of  the  coach  was  purely  acci- 
dental.   Attempts  have  been  made  to  show  that  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Sharp  v.  Ghey^  9  Bing.  457,  is  more  strin* 
gent  against  the  owner,  but  the  question  submitted  to  the  jury  in 
that  case  was  whether  the  degree  of  vigilance  practised  by  the 
defendant  was  such  as  was  required  by  his  engagement,  and  two 
at  least  of  the  judges  concurred  in  refusing  the  motion  for  the 
new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  the  question  was  one  of  fact  fsx 
the  jury.    The  remarks  of  the  chief  justice  in  the  case  of  Croftty, 
Waterhouse^  8  Bing.  819,  are  sometimes  referred  to  as  advancing* 
a  more  stringent  rule,  but  the  opinion  taken  as  a  whole  furnishes 
no  support  to  the  suggestion,  and  his  associate  on  the  occasion 
stated  in  terms  that  a  carrier  of  passengers  is  only  liable  for 
negligence.    Proprietors  of  stage-coaches,  it  is  held  in  the  case 
of  Ingalh  v.  BilU  et  ahj  9  Met.  1,  are  not  answerable  for  an  in- 
jury to  a  passenger  which  happens  by  reason  of  a  hidden  defect  in 
an  iron  axle-tree,  which  defect,  being  entirely  surrounded  by 
sound  iron  one  fourth  of  an  inch  thick,  could  not  be  discoveied 
by  the  most  careful  external  examination.    Carriers  of  passen- 
gers, by  railways  or  steamers,  are  bound  to  greater  precautioitf, 
and  to  a  higher  degree  of  care,  skill,  and  vigilance  in  the  prepait* 
tion  and  management  of  the  vehicles  or  means  of  conveyance 
than  are  required  of  the  owners  of  stage-coaches,  because  the  car 
of  the  railway  proprietor  and  the  steamer  of  the  carrier  by  water 
are  intended  to  sustain  far  greater  weight,  and  are  to  be  pro- 
pelled by  much  greater  power  and  at  much  greater  speed. 
Simmons  v.  Steamboat  Co,y  97  Mass.  367. 

Passengers  must  take  the  risk  incident  to  the  mode  of  traTd 
which  they  select,  but  those  risks,  in  the  legal  sense,  are  onl/ 
such  as  the  utmost  care,  skill,  and  caution  of  the  carrier  in  the 
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preparation  and  management  of  the  means  of  conveyance  are  una- 
ble to  avert.  Hegeman  v.  WeBtem  R.  B.  Co,j  18  N.  Y.  24,  Dam- 
ages were  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  for  injuries  received 
bj  Uie  breaking  of  the  axle  of  a  railway  car  in  which  he  was  riding, 
and  the  defence  was  that  the  car  was  a  new  one,  recently  pur- 
chased of  a  manufacturer  of  skill  and  good  repute,  and  that  it  was 
carefully  examined  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  ;  that  the  track 
was  in  good  condition ;  that  the  speed  of  the  train  was  not  exces- 
riye ;  and  that  the  employees  were  sufficient  in  number  and  of  suf- 
cieDt  experience  and  skill,  and  that  they  were  guilty  of  no  negli- 
gence :  but  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  it  made  no  difference 
whether  the  car  was  constructed  by  the  company  or  purchased  of 
an  experienced  manufacturer,  as  the  defendants  were  liable  in 
either  event  if  the  defect  could  have  been  discovered  in  the  pro- 
ceas  of  manufacturing  the  axle  or  car  by  the  application  of  any 
test  known  to  men  skilled  in  that  business,  and  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals affirmed  the  judgment.  They  held  that  the  carrier  of  pas- 
sengers was  bound  to  the  utmost  precaution,  care,  and  skill  in 
fte  preparation  and  management  of  the  means  of  conveyance ; 
bat  fhey  conceded  that  the  carriers  of  passengers  were  not  in- 
Bnrers,  and  that  latent  defects  might  exist  in  machinery,  undis- 
corerable  by  the  most  improved  and  vigilant  examination,  and 
from  which  the  most  Berious  accidents  may  occur. 

Expressions  are  found  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  case 

^Boyce  V.  Andersorij  2  Pet.  150,  which  leave  it  to  be  inferred  that 

ttie  court  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  carriers  of  passengers  were 

only  required  to  exercise  ordinary  skill  and  care  to  secure  their 

^ty ;  but  the  correct  rule  is  stated  in  the  case  of  Stokes  v.  SaU 

^onttall^  18  Pet.  199,  where  the  same  court  held  that  proof  of  the 

^dent  and  alleged  injury  afforded  a  prima  facie  presumption 

ftat  there  was  carelessness,  negligence,  or  want  of  skill  on  the 

PUrt  of  the  driver ;  that,  it  being  admitted  that  the  carriage  was 

^^t,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  it  was  incumbent  on  the 

^fondant  to  prove  that  the  driver  was  a  person  of  competent 

^ill,  of  good  habits,  and  in  every  respect  qualified  and  suitably 

{Spared  for  the  business  in  which  he  was  engaged,  and  that  he 

^cted  on  the  occasion  with  reasonable  skill,  and  with  the  utmost 


422  BHODE  ISLAND  DISTRICT. 

Pendleton  v.  Kinslej. 

prudence  and  caution,  and  if  the  disaster  in  question  was  occa> 
sioned  by  the  least  negligence  or  want  of  skill  or  prudence  on  his 
party  then  the  defendant,  as  the  owner  of  the  coach,  was  liabls 
in  that  action.     Sail  v.  Conn.  River  Steamboat  Co.y  13  Conn. 
826;  Briggi  v.   Taylor,  28  Vt.   180;  Redf.  on  Eailw.  175; 
Bailw.  y.  Yarwood,  17  111.  509.    Negligence  in  the  smallest  de- 
gree renders  the  carrier  liable,  and  there  is  one  case  in  whidi 
it  was  held  that  a  railroad  corporation  was  liable  for  injuries  to  a 
passenger  caused  by  a  defect  in  an  iron  axle  of  a  car,  although  it 
was  of  such  a  character  that  it  could  not  have  been  discovered  bj 
any  practicable  mode  of  examination ;  but  the  rule  there  laid  down 
is  expressly  disapproved  in  a  recent  judgment  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  and  cannot  be  adopted  in  this  circuit  until  it  is  ap- 
proved by  the  Supreme  Court.    Alden  v.  N.  Y.  Central  BaQroai 
Co.,  26  N.  Y.  102 ;  Eeadhead  v.  Midland  Railway  Co.,  Law  Bep. 
2  Q.  B.  412 ;  Same  Case,  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  879 ;  Simnumdi  t. 
Steamboat  Co.,  97  Mass.  868.     Such  carriers  are  not  insuren 
against  accidents,  nor  are  they  required  to  do  what  is  imptxh 
sible  in  the  nature  of  things.    1  Smith.  Lea.  Cas.  (5th  ed.) 
828.    Undoubtedly  they  are  bound  to  the  highest  degree  of 
care,  prudence,  and  caution ;  but  if  the  injury  results  from  t 
hidden  defect  in  the  car,  engine,  or  other  apparatus,  unknown  at 
the  time,  and  which  could  not  be  detected  by  any  known  means, 
they  are  not  responsible,  because  the  obligation  which  they  as- 
sumed did  not  require  what  it  was  not  in  their  power  to  perform. 
McElroy  v.  N.  ^  L.  Railroad  Co.,  4  Cush.  400 ;  Story  on  Bailm. 
581.    Whether  the  owners  of  a  vessel  engaged  in  carrying  paaaai- 
gers  by  water  are  or  are  not  insurers,  as  to  the  seaworthinesi  cf 
the  vessel,  it  is  not  necessary  to  inquire,  as  no  complaint  is  mado 
in  this  case  that  the  steamer  was  not  in  a  seawortiiy  conditioiL 
8  Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.)  206 ;  Lyon  v.  MdU,  6  East,  428 ;  Pirfi» 
V.  Wood,  8  Mass.  481 ;  Silva  v.  Low,  1  Johns.  Cas.  184 ;  2%«  W- 
Uam  Henry,  4  La.  223.     Passengers,  however,  contract  with  the 
proprietors  or  owners  of  the  conveyance,  and  not  with  their 
agents  as  principals,  and  the  question  of  the  liability  of  the  pro- 
prietor or  owner  is  wholly  unaffected  by  the  fact  that  the  defoe- 
tive  car,  engine,  or  other  apparatus  was  purchased  of  another  if 
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the  defect  was  one  which  might  have  been  discovered  by  any 
known  means.  Whether  their  engine  or  car  was  manufactured 
at  their  shop  or  was  purchased  of  other  manufacturers,  the  com- 
pany is  equally  liable  to  see  that  in  the  construction  no  care  or 
skill  was  omitted  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  car  or  engine  as 
safe  as  the  utmost  care  and  reasonable  skill  could  make  it.  Pre- 
cautions of  the  kind  are  required  of  the  carrier  to  provide  for  the 
safety  of  passengers;  but  the  obligation  which  the  carrier  as- 
sumes in  that  behalf  extends  beyond  the  specified  requirements 
in  respect  to  the  vehicle,  car,  or  other  means  of  conveyance,  and 
also  includes  an  implied  stipulation  for  good  treatment  of  the  pas- 
senger during  the  passage,  trip,  or  voyage,  and  especially  against 
ill-treatment  by  the  carrier  or  his  employees,  and  against  every 
degree  of  violence  on  their  part,  or  wanton  interference  with  his 
person.  Mistakes  occur  ih  such  litigations  by  overlooking  the 
fiMst  that  it  is  the  carrier,  whether  corporation  or  natural  person, 
that  assumes  these  obligations,  and  not  the  driver,  master,  or 
conductor  of  the  conveyance,  for  the  breach  of  which  a  right  of 
action  accrues  to  the  passenger.  Breaches  of  the  obligation  as- 
sumed by  the  carrier  for  proper  treatment  of  his  passengers,  it 
is  conceded,  would  give  a  right  of  action  to  the  passenger  if  the 
acts  constituting  the  breach  were  committed  by  the  carrier  him- 
self;  but  the  argument  is,  that  the  carrier  is  not  responsible  for 
any  wilful  trespass  committed  by  the  driver,  conductor,  or  master, 
unless  it  be  shown  either  that  he  authorized  the  act  or  ratified  it 
after  it  was  committed. 

Many  decided  cases  may  be  found  where  it  is  held  that  the  mas- 
ter is  not  liable  for  the  wilful  act  of  his  servant  unless  previously 
authorized  or  subsequently  Ratified ;  but  none  of  these  cases  can 
have  any  proper  application  to  the  controversy  before  the  court. 
M^ManuB  v.  Crickett^  1  East,  106 ;  Croft  v.  AUsan^  4  Barn.  A  Aid. 
690 ;  Wright  v.  Wilcox,  19  Wend.  348.  Examined  carefully,  it 
will  be  found  that  all  or  nearly  all  of  those  decisions  may  be  di- 
vided into  two  classes,  neither  of  which  will  aiOford  much  aid  in  the 
solution  of  the  question  involved  in  the  present  motion :  1.  Cases 
where  it  is  held  that  trespass  will  not  lie  against  the  master  for 
the  wrongful  act  of  his  servant ;  2.  Controversies  where  it  appears 
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that  the  acts  of  the  servant  constituting  the  cause  of  action  were 
not  done  by  the  servant  in  the  course  of  his  emplojrment. 

Doubts  are  expressed  by  an  able  text-writer  whether  the  court 
in  the  leading  case  ever  intended  to  decide  more  than  that 
the  master  is  not  liable  in  trespass  for  the  wilful  act  of  the  ser- 
vant, and  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  reasons  assigned  for  the 
conclusion  are  well  put,  and  that  they  are  entitled  to  great 
consideration.    1  Redf.  on  Railw.  (8d  ed.),  612.     Suppose  that 
view,  however,  is  not  correct,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  rule  laid 
down  in  that  case  is  not  applicable  in  actions  against  corpora- 
tions, as  it  is  well  settled  that  they  are  responsible  for  acts  done 
by  their  agents,  "  either  in  contractu  or  in  delicto j**  if  done  "  in 
the  course  of  its  business  and  of  their  employment."     P.  W.  f 
B.  Railroad  Co,  v.  Quigley,  21  How.  210 ;  Moore  v.  Fitchburg  E.  R 
Co.^  4  Gray,  465 ;  Maund  v.  Monm.  Canal  Co.,  4  Man.  A  Grang., 
462 ;  Fhil.  ^  Bead.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Derbt/j  14  How.  483 ;  Natumd 
Ex.  Co.  V.  Drew,  2  McQueen  H.  of  L.  Cas.,  108 ;  Goffy.  BceUw. 
Co.,  3  EUis  &  Ellis,  674. 

Extended  remarks  respecting  the  second  class  of  cases  is 
unnecessary,  as  it  fully  appears  that  the  clerk  in  collecting  the 
tickets  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  the  defendant,  and  was 
in  the  course  of  his  employment.  Masters  are  bound  by  the  ads 
of  their  servants  whenever  there  is  an  express  command  of  tbe 
master  to  make  a  contract  or  do  an  injury,  or  where  a  serrant 
does  an  injury  in  the  immediate  pursuit  of  liis  master's  business, 
or  where  an  injury  arises  to  another  through  the  negligence  or 
want  of  skill  of  the  servant.  Reeve  Dom.  Rel.  (3d  ed.),  35S. 
Questions  of  the  kind  also  involve  to  some  extent  the  relations, 
obligations,  and  liabilities  of  principal  and  agent,  as  in  many 
cases  the  act  of  the  agent  is  the  act  of  the  principal,  and  it  is 
well  settled  that  the  representations,  declarations,  and  adinis- 
sions  of  the  agent  in  the  course  of  his  agency  are  deemed  a  part 
of  the  res  gestce,  and  are  equally  obligatory  upon  the  principal  as 
if  made  by  himself.  Principals  are  not  in  general  responsible  for 
the  criminal  acts  or  misdeeds  of  their  agents,  but  they  are  held 
liable  to  third  persons,  in  a  civil  suit,  for  the  frauds,  deceits,  con- 
cealments, misrepresentations,  torts,  negligences,  and  other  mal- 
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^asances  or  misfeasances  and  omissions  of  duty  of  their  agents 
L  the  com*se  of  their  employment,  though  they  did  not  authorize 
le  acts,  nor  participate  in  the  transaction,  and  even  if  they  for- 
Eide  or  disapproved  what  was  done.  Such,  in  substance,  are  the 
lews  of  Judge  Story,  as  expressed  in  his  work  on  Agency,  and 
le  Supreme  Court  have  decided  that  the  rule  of  ^^  respondeat 
iperior*'  or  ^^  that  the  master  shall  be  civilly  responsible  for  the 
irtious  acts  of  his  servant,"  is  of  universal  application,  whether 
le  act  be  one  of  omission  or  commission,  whether  negligent  or 
Boeitful ;  that  if  it  be  done  in  the  course  of  the  emplojrment  of 
le  servant  the  master  is  liable ;  and  that  it  makes  no  difference 
lat  the  master  did  not  authorize  or  know  of  the  act  or  neglect,  or 
ran  if  he  disapproved  or  forbade  it,  he  is  equally  liable  if  the  act 
3  done  by  the  servant  in  the  course  of  his  employment.  Story 
1  Agency,  §  452  ;  P.  ^  R.  Railw,  Co.  v.  Derby,  14  How.  486 ; 
mith  on  M.  A  S.  152  ;  SUath  v.  Wihon^  9  C.  &  P.  607 ;  The^ 
^ew  World  v.  Exng,  16  How.  474. 

Tested  by  these  considerations,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  in- 
duction given  by  the  court  to  the  jury  was  erroneous,  and  that 
16  verdict  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted.  But 
le  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  principles  of  law  applicable  in 
tigations  growing  out  of  the  relations  of  principal  and  agent  or 
laster  and  servant  are  not  the  principles  which  fully  define  the 
ights,  duties,  obligations,  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  to  this  con- 
roversy.  They  are  not  strangers  bearing  no  other  relations  to 
ach  other  than  one  citizen,  merely  as  such,  bears  to  another ; 
int  the  defendant  was  a  carrier  of  passengers  by  water,  and  the 
daintiff  was  a  passenger  on  board  the  steamer  of  the  defendant, 
vhich  was  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  for  hire  between  two 
commercial  ports.  Difficulty  occurred  as  to  making  change  in 
ihe  gale  and  purchase  of  a  ticket  for  the  trip,  but  the  court  lays 
that  circumstance  out  of  the  case,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  omission 
to  purchase  a  ticket  gave  the  clerk  of  the  steamer  no  right  what- 
ever to  inflict  any  personal  violence  on  the  plaintiff.  Fare  not 
baying  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  the  carrier,  if  he  thought 
proper,  might  have  requested  him  to  leave  the  steamer,  and  if 
the  request  had  been  seasonably  made  and  the  plaintiff  had 
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refused  to  pay  or  leave,  the  carrier  might  at  a  proper  time  and 
place  have  stopped  the  steamer,  and  might  have  removed  the 
plaintiff  from  the  steamer  to  the  shore,  taking  care  to  use  no 
more  force  than  was  reasonably  necessary  for  that  purpose. 

Nothing  of  the  kind,  however,  was  done  or  attempted,  and  the 
question  as  to  the  rights,  duties,  obligations,  and  liabilities  of  the 
parties  to  the  suit  must  be  determined  solely  in  view  of  the  fiMrts 
as  stated  in  the  commencement  of  the  opinion.    Viewed  in  that 
light,  as  the  case  must  be,  then  it  appears  that  the  clerk  of  the 
steamer  demanded  fare  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
having  refused  to  pay  as  requested,  the  clerk  seized  him  by  the 
collar  and  inflicted  personal  violence  upon  him  in  the  manner 
and  by  the  means  set  forth  in  the  statement.    Uiyustifiable  as 
the  conduct  of  the  clerk  was,  the  case  must  be  viewed  as  between 
these  parties,  just  as  it  would  be  if  no  dispute  had  arisen  as  to 
the  fare,  and  the  questions  to  be  decided  are  whetlier  the  defend 
ant  is  liable  for  the  injuries  inflicted  upon  the  plaintiff  by 
clerk,  and,  if  so,  upon  what  ground  does  that  liability  rest.    Sof 
ficient  has  already  been  remarked  to  show  that  the  owner  of  th< 
steamer  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  injuries  inflicted  u 
him  by  the  agent  of  the  owner,  but  it  is  quite  important  in 
of  a  new  trial  to  ascertain  upon  what  ground  that  liability 
whether  merely  as  a  principal  answering  for  the  acts  of  his 
in  the  course  of  his  employment,  or  as  a  carrier  of  passengOKry 
answering  as  such,  for  a  breach  of  the  obligation  which  he  ilj» 
sumed  as  such  carrier,  that  the  plaintiff  as  his  passenger  shodl<I 
not  be  ill  treated  by  himself  or  his  employees,  and  that  he  and 
they  should  use  all  due  care  and  proper  exertion  to  protect  him 
as  such  passenger  from  any  degree  of  violence  or  any  kind  ot 
abuse  or  ill-treatment  from  other  passengers,  or  other  penoni 
coming  on  board  during  the  trip.    Flint  v.  N.  ^  N.  Tnaupor- 
tation  Co.y  84  Conn.  554.     Ship-owners,  as  well  as  the  proprieton 
of  conveyances  by  land,  select  and  appoint  their  own  agents  witb- 
out  consulting  their  passengers,  and  it  is  but  reasonable  that  tto7 
should  be  held  responsible  for  any  act  of  violence  to  the  passen- 
ger of  which  such  employees  may  be  guilty,  as  the  moment  the 
passenger  enters  the  steamer  or  other  conveyance  he  is  more  or 
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less  under  the  control  of  the  master  or  conductor,  and  subject  to 
their  orders.  Fit  or  unfit,  humane  or  brutal,  good-tempered  or 
morose,  the  passenger  is  comparatively  helpless,  and  may  be 
obliged  to  submit  for  the  time  without  any  means  of  redress. 
He  may  have  his  remedy  against  the  carrier,  it  is  said,  if  he  can 
prove  that  the  carrier  was  negligent,  or  that  the  active  person 
was  the  agent  of  the  carrier  and  was  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, but,  if  not,  he  must  be  content  with  his  remedy  against  the 
ttsailant  of  his  person.  Adjudged  cases  may  be  referred  to 
irhich  support  that  proposition  without  qualification,  but  they  do 
not  give  full  scope  and  effect  to  the  obligation  which  the  carrier 
assomes  towards  his  passenger,  nor  to  the  rights  and  duties 
which  those  relations  create  and  imply. 

Passengers  do  not  contract  merely  for  ship-room  and  transpor- 
tation fix)m  one  place  to  another,  but  they  also  contract  for  good 
treatment  and  against  personal  rudeness  and  every  wanton  inter- 
jference  with  their  persons,  either  by  the  carrier  or  his  agents  em- 
ployed in  the  management  of  the  ship  or  other  conveyance,  and 
for  the  fulfilment  of  those  obligations  the  carrier  is  responsible 
as  principal,  and  the  injured  party  in  case  the  obligation  of  good 
treatment  is  broken,  whether  by  the  principal  or  his  employees, 
may  proceed  against  the  carrier  as  the  party  bound  to  make  com- 
pensation for  the  breach  of  the  obligation.  Chamberlain  et  al.  v. 
ChanMer,  8  Mas.  246 ;  Nieto  v.  Clark,  1  Cliff.  145 ;  Weed  et  al. 
v.  Panama  Railroad  Co.,  17  N.  Y.  362 ;  Keene  v.  Lizardi  et  al.,  6 
La.  481 ;  Block  v.  Bannerman  et  al.,  10  La.  An.  8.  Sickness  and 
suffering  were  experienced  by  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  case 
of  Weed  et  al.  v.  Panama  Railroad  Co.,  in  consequence  of  the 
fidlure  of  the  train  to  arrive  at  the  usual  time,  and  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  detention  was  the  wilful  act  of  the  conductor. 
Proof  of  that  fact  having  been  given,  the  defendants  contended 
that  they  were  not  lin^  1{? ;  but  the  court  refused  so  to  instruct  the 
jury,  and  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  the  prayer  for  instruc- 
tion was  properly  refused,  as  the  proof  offered  that  the  act  of  the 
conductor  was  wilful  constituted  no  defence  to  the  action.  High 
authority  exists,  if  any  be  needed,  in  support  of  the  proposition 
that  the  owners  of  a  vessel  are  responsible  for  the  whole  conduct 
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of  the  master  while  he  is  on  board  and  in  command  of  the  vea 
unless  his  acts  amount  to  a  criminal  offence.  The  Nimrod 
Notes  of  Cas.  559.  Civilly  speaking,  says  Dr.  Lushington, 
that  case  the  owners  are  responsible  for  any  deviation  of 
master  from  that  line  of  conduct  which  it  behooves  him  to  j 
form,  not  simply  in  the  navigation  of  the  vessel  and  in  the  c 
of  his  own  seamen,  but  in  the  care  of  those  who  may  be  thro 
on  board  his  ship,  even  by  an  accident,  as  was  the  fact  in  t 
case.  Most  of  the  recent  cases  in  which  the  principle  involved 
such  a  controversy  is  considered,  proceed  upon  the  ground  t 
where  the  misconduct  of  an  agent  causes  a  breach  of  the  obli 
tion,  or  contract  of  the  principal,  then  the  principal  is  liable  in 
action  to  the  injured  party,  whether  such  misconduct  be  wi] 
or  malicious  or  merely  negligent ;  and  it  would  seem  that  it  m 
be  so,  as  the  cause  of  action  arises  from  the  breach  of  the  obji 
tion,  and^if  so  it  cannot  make  any  difference  whether  the  brei 
was  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the  principal  or  of  his  employe 
Qui  facit  per  aliumfacit  per  ae.  Mi.  ^  M.  Railway  Co.  v.  I 
ney,  10  Wis.  330 ;  Goddard  v.  Railroad,  57  Me.  202 ;  Railway 
V.  SindSy  53  Penn.  St.  515. 

Conductors  and  employees  of  a  railroad  company  represent  l 
company  in  the  discharge  of  their  functions,  and,  being  in  1 
line  of  their  duty  in  collecting  the  fare  or  taking  up  tickets,  i 
corporation  is  liable  for  any  abuse  of  their  authority,  whetl 
of  omission  or  commission ;  and  the  same  rule  must  be  appli 
in  a  suit  against  the  owner  of  a  steamer  as  the  carrier  of  p 
scngers  for  the  misconduct  of  the  master,  as  the  owners  oi 
vessel  carrying  passengers  for  hire  are  liable  for  breaches 
duty  of  tlie  master  to  the  passengers  equally  as  they  are  in  ci 
of  merchandise  committed  to  their  care.  3  Kent  Com.  (< 
1866)  160 ;  B.  ^  0.  Railw.  Co.  v.  Blocks,  27  Md.  R.  28 
Kane.  v.  Lizardi,  5  La.  431 ;  Sanford  v.  Railroad  Co.^  23  N. 
344.  Owners  are  liable  for  the  conduct  of  the  master  as  m 
ter  during  the  voyage,  and  for  any  ill-treatment  of  the  pas« 
gers  by  the  master  in  his  capacity  as  such,  a  remedy  may  be  h 
against  the  vessel  herself.  Abbott  Adm.  R.  257.  Vessels  c 
rying  passengers  for  hire,  says  Mr  Justice  Nelson,  stand  on  i 
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63me  footing  of  responsibility  as  those  carrying  merchandise,  the 
pfissage-money  in  the  former  case  being  the  equivalent  for  the 
freight  in  the  latter ;  that  the  vessel  as  well  as  the  owner  is  re- 
sponsible for  a  breach  of  a  contract  with  the  passenger!    Same 
C^iBe^  1  Blatch.  861 ;    Parsons  on  Ship.  30 ;    The  Bevengey  3 
^Wash.  267  ;  Bahton  v.  Steamer  State  BightSy  Crabbe,  46.    Re- 
peated decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  are  to 
the  same  effect,  as  will  sufficiently  appear  by  the  following  cita- 
tions :  Moore  v.  Fitchburg  B.B.^^  Gray,  465 ;  Hewett  v.  Swift  et  al.j 
3  Allen,  423.     Wherever  there  is  a  contract  between  the  master 
and  another,  the  master,  says  Hoar,  X,  is  responsible  for  the  acts 
of  his  servant  in  executing  the  contract,  although  the  act  is  fraud- 
ulent and  one  without  his  consent.    JBbwe  v.  Newmarchy  12  Allen, 
55 ;  Seymour  v.  Greenwood,  7  Hurl.  &  Nor.  357 ;  Aycrigg^s  Ex^r9 
y.N.  Y.  ^  JS.  Bailroad  Co.,  1  Vroom  (N.  J.),  462  ;  Penn.  B.  B. 
Co.  y.  Vandiverj  42  Penn.  St.  370.      Examined  in  any  point 
of  view,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  instruction  given  to 
the  jury  was  erroneous,  and  the  verdict  is  set  aside  and  a  new 
trial  granted. 


Benjamin  B.  Knight  and  Albert  S.  Gallup,  Assignees  op 
Amasa  Manton  v.  The  Old  National  Bank. 

'°o  directors  of  a  national  bank,  organized  under  the  act  of  June  8d,  1864,  adopted  the 
Allowing  by-law :  "  No  person  indebted  to  the  bank  shall  be  allowed  to  sell  or  transfer 
°^  or  her  stock  without  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  directors,  and  this  whether 
"^le  as  principal  or  surety,  and  whether  the  debt  or  liability  is  due  or  not."  A  stock- 
''older  indebted  to  the  bank  assigned  by  deed  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  his 
*^**^  without  the  consent  of  the  directors,  and  the  assignees  requested  the  bank  to  record 
^^  <ieed  of  amignment  upon  the  transfer-book  of  the  bank,  or  that  they  might  *'  be  al- 
«*^ed  to  transfer  the  stock  to  themselyes  on  the  books  of  the  bank."  The  requests  were 
''^Qsed  by  the  bank.  Held,  that  the  by-law  was  valid,  and  that  the  directors,  under 
V  B  of  the  act  referred  to,  had  power  to  adopt  the  same. 

^nton  became  the  proprietor  and  holder  of  eighty  shares  of 
*^  capital  stock  of  the  Old  National  Bank  in  the  place  of  eighty 
shares  of  stock  previously  held  by  him  in  the  State  Bank  of  tliat 
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name,  and  continued  to  be  such  proprietor  and  holder  from  the 
organization  of  the  bank  as  an  association  for  banking,  under 
the  acts  of  Congress,  until  he  transferred  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiffs as  his  assignees.  Such  transfer  was  made  on  the  18th  of 
February,  1867,  by  deed  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and 
on  the  same  day  the  plaintiffs  presented  the  deed  of  assignment 
to  the  defendant  bank,  and  requested  that  the  same  might  be  re- 
corded upon  the  transfer-book  of  the  bank,  or  that  they  might  be 
permitted  to  transfer  the  stock  to  themselves  upon  the  books  of 
tlie  bank,  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  directors,  but  the  corpo- 
ration defendants  refused  both  requests,  and  also  refused  to  allow 
the  plaintiffs  to  make  any  transfer  of  the  stock,  to  secure  their 
rights  under  the  deed  of  assignment.  Damages  were  claimed  by 
the  plaintiffs,  of  the  defendant  bank,  in  an  action  of  trespass  on 
the  case  for  the  injuries  to  tlie  plaintiffs,  occasioned  by  the  refusal 
to  allow  such  transfer  of  the  stock  in  question  to  be  recorded,  or 
made  on  the  books  of  the  bank. 

The  defendants  justified  their  refusal  to  allow  the  stock  to  btt 
entered  upon  their  books  as  transferred,  upon  the  ground  thafc 
the  proprietor  and  assignor  of  the  stock  was  indebted  to  the  bank, 
that  the  bank,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  and  of  the  demand, 
held  two  bills  of  exchange,  drawn  by  Dorr  and  Morgan,  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  firm,  of  which  the  holder  and  assignor  of  the  stock 
was  a  copartner  in  trade.    Those  bills  of  exchange  were  as  fol- 
lows :     One  was  dated  Nov.  26th,  1866,  for  $5,000,  and  the  other 
was  dated  Feb.  4th,  1867,  for  the  sum  of  $7,000,  and  both  were 
made  payable  to  the  order  of  the  drawees  four  months  from  date^ 
and  were  by  them  endorsed  to  the  defendant  bank,  and  were 
there  discounted  on  the  day  of  their  date  for  the  benefit  of  the 
drawers. 

Provision  was  made  in  the  articles  of  association  that  the  board 
of  directors  should  consist  of  eight  stockholders,  and  that  a  mar 
jority  of  the  directors  should  constitute  a  quorum  to  do  business^ 
and  that  the  directors  should  have  power  to  make  all  by-laws 
that  might  be  proper  and  convenient  for  them  to  make  under 
said  act  for  the  general  regulation  of  the  business  of  the  assod** 
tion,  and  the  entire  management  and  administration  of  its  afiGurfl^ 
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which  by-laws  might  prohibit,  if  the  directors  should  so  determine, 
the  transfer  of  stock  owned  by  any  stockholder  who  might  be 
liable  to  the  association  either  as  principal  or  debtor,  or  other- 
wise, without  the  consent  of  the  board. 

On  the  10th  of  January,  1867,  the  board  of  directors,  seven 
being  present,  adopted  the  following  by-law :  ^'  That  no  person 
indebted  to  the  bank  shall  be  allowed  to  sell  or  transfer  his  or 
her  stock  without  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  directors,  and 
this  whether  liable  as  principal  or  surety,  and  whether  the  debt 
or  liability  is  due  or  not."  Authority  to  adopt  by-laws,  if  the 
directors  so  determine,  which  shall  prohibit  the  transfer  of  stock 
owned  by  any  stockholder  who  may  be  liable  to  the  association, 
either  as  principal  debtor  or  otherwise,  without  the  consent  of 
the  directors,  was  expressly  conferred  in  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion which  are  signed  by  all  the  persons  who  imited  to  form  the 
body  ftrporate,  as  recognized  in  §  8  of  the  act.  Pursuant  to  that 
anthority  the  by-law  in  question  was  adopted  by  the  directors, 
and  the  same  was  in  full  force  at  the  time  the  demand  was  made, 
^  the  deed  of  transfer  should  be  recorded,  and  the  court  said 
^it  is  clear  to  a  demonstration  that  the  language  of  the  by-law  is 
sufficiently  comprehensive  to  justify  the  refusal,  and  that  the 
I^tiflb  have  no  cause  of  action  if  the  by-law  is  valid." 

B,  T.  Eatnes  and  Samuel  Curry j  for  the  plaintiffs. 

«^*  (7.  Marldand  and  C.  S.  Bradley^  for  defendants. 

Clifford,  J.  '  Persons  uniting  under  this  act  to  carry  on  the 
onsiness  of  banking,  are  required  to  enter  into  articles  of  associ- 
^on,  and  it  is  expressly  enacted  that  the  articles  may  contain 
^7  other  provisions,  not  inconsistent  with  tlie  act,  which  the  as- 
sociation may  see  fit  to  adopt  for  the -regulation  of  its  business 
^d  the  conduct  of  its  affairs ;  and  it  requires  no  argument  to 
show  that  the  provision  contained  in  the  articles  of  association,  if 
^id,  did  authorize  the  directors,  if  they  saw  fit,  to  prohibit  by 
ry-laws  the  transfer  of  stock  owned  by  any  stockholder  who  was 
*^le  to  the  association,  either  as  principal  debtor  or  otherwise, 
^thout  the  consent  of  the  directors.  Beyond  all  doubt,  the 
P^Tision  in  question  was  incorporated  into  the  articles  of  associ- 
^n  by  virtue  of  the  power  conferred  by  §  6  of  the  act  author- 


432  RHODE  ISLAND  DISTRICT, 

Knight  A  al.  v.  The  Old  Natiooal  Bank. 

izing  such  associations,  and  which  requires  the  persons  fonning 
the  same  to  enter  into  articles  specifying  the  object  for  which  the 
association  is  formed,  and  also  allows  the  association  to  incorpo- 
rate any  other  provision  into  the  articles,  not  inconsistent  with 
the  act,  which  the  association  may  see  fit  to  adopt  for  the  regu- 
lation of  the  business  and  the  conduct  of  its  affairs.     Search  is 
made  in  vain  for  any  provision  of  the  act  inconsistent  with  the^ 
provision  in  question,  as  incorporated  into  the  articles  of  associa--. 
tion,  and  if  none  can  be  found,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  power  (vi 
the  directors  to  adopt  the  by-law  is  beyond  all  doubt,  as  the  lam.^ 
guage  of  the  provision  of  the  fifth  article  is  as  full  and  explicxf 
to  that  effect  as  could  well  be  chosen. 

Direct  authority  is  conferred  upon  the  directors  of  the  bank  -to 
define  and  regulate  by  by-laws,  not  inconsistent  with  the  provi- 
sions  of  the  act,  the  manner  in  whicli  stock  shall  be  transferred, 
its  general  business  conducted,  and  all  the  privileges  granted  by 
the  act  to  associations  under  it  shall  be  exercised  and  enjoyed, 
and  it  is  contended  by  the  defendants,  that  the  power  of  tbe 
directors  to  adopt  the  by-law  in  question  may  be  sustained,  as 
warranted  by  that  provision.     Suppose  they  are  in  error  in  that 
regard,  still  it  is  clear  that  §  8  of  the  act  is  not  inconsistent  with 
the  provision  contained  in  the  articles  of  association,  which  in 
terms  gives  that  power  to  the  directors,  and  if  not,  then  the 
defendants  are  justified  in  having  refused  to  record  the  transfer 
of  the  stock,  as  it  is  sufficient  for  tlieir  defence  that  the  directors 
possessed  the  power  to  adopt  the  by-law  whether  they  derived  it 
from  §  8  of  the  act,  or  whether  they  derived  it  from  the  special 
provision  incorporated  into  the  articles  of  association  under  the 
power  conferred  upon  the  association  by  §  5.     Banking  associa- 
tions, unless  prohibited  by  their  charter,  may  provide  that  tho 
shares  of  their  stock  shall  not  be  transferable  until  the  sharo- 
holder  shall  discharge  ail  the  debts  due  by  him  to  the  associatiooi 
and  it  is  well  settled  that  such  a  by-law,  if  adopted  by  proper  au- 
thority, includes  the  liabilities  of  the  shareholder  which  have  not 
matured,  as  well  as  those  payable  on  demand.     Such  a  provision 
creates  a  valid  lien  against  an  assignee  of  the  stock,  even  where 
the  shareholder  is  only  under  a  contingent  liability,  if  the  as- 
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signee  takes  the  stock  with  notice  of  the  lien,  and  gives  no  notice 
to  the  bank  of  the  transfer  until  the  liability  has  become  fixed. 
Leggett  y.  Sing  Sing  Bankj  24  N.  Y.  286.    Power  was  given  to 
the  Hudson  Bay  Company  by  their  charter  to  make  by-laws  for 
the  better  government  of  the  company,  and  for  the  management 
of  their  trade,  and  they  made  a  by-law  that  if  any  of  their  mem- 
bers Bhould  be  indebted  to  the  company  his  company-stock  should 
be  liable  in  the  first  place  for  the  payment  of  such  debts  as  he 
might  owe  to  the  company,  and  that  the  company  might  seize 
Afld  detain  tlie  stock  as  security  for  such  indebtedness.     In  a 
contest  between  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  the  shareholder 
<tnd  the  company  the  by-law  was  adjudged  good  upon  the  ground 
that  the  legal  interest  in  all  the  stock  was  in  the  company.  Child 
r.  Mudson  Bay   Co.  2  P.  Williams,  207;   Angell*&  Ames  on 
Corp,  (4th  ed.)  886. 

Where  the  charter  of  a  bank  provided  that  the  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  should  be  transferable  only  on  the  books  of  the 
bauk  according  to  such  rules  as  the  directors  should  establish, 
Uid  also  provided  that  all  debts  actually  due  and  payable  to 
the  bank  by  a  stockholder  requesting  a  transfer,  must  be  satis- 
fied, before  such  transfer  should  be  made,  the  Supreme  Court 
held  that  no  person  could  acquire  a  legal  title  to  any  shares 
except  under  a  legal  transfer  according  to  the  rules  of  the  bank, 
that  if  any  person  took  an  equitable  assignment  it  must  be 
■object  to  the  rights  of  the  bank  under  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, of  which  he  was  bound  to  take  notice.     Union  Bank  v^ 
^yrdy  2  Wheat  393.     Provisions  to  the  same  effect  were  also 
contained  in  the  charter  of  the  Bank  of  Washington,  and  the  same 
court,  twenty  years  later,  held,  in  a  contest  between  The  United 
States  and  the  bank,  that  every  shareholder  of  a  bank  who  draws 
or  indorses  a  note  to  procure  a  loan  from  the  bank,  is  bound  to 
^ow  the  terms  of  the  charter  and  by-laws;  and  his  signature,  if 
it  is  so  provided  in  the  charter,  is  an  inchoate  pledge  of  his  stock 
w  security  for  such  paper ;  that  his  stock  gives  credit  to  the  loan, 
^d  that  the  bank  under  such  circumstances  grants  the  loan  on 
tlie  faith  of  that  security.  .  Brent^  etc.,  v.  Bank  of  Wa^hington^ 
10  Pet.  615.    Shares  in  a  bank  whose  charter  provides  that  tliey 
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shall  be  transferable  only  at  its  bank,  and  on  its  books,  canno 
said  Shaw,  Gh.  J.,  be  efiectuallj  transferred,  as  against  a  creditc 
of  the  vendor,  who  attaches  them  without  notice  of  any  transfi 
by  a  deliyery  of  the  certificates,  together  with  an  assignment  an 
blank  power  of  attorney  from  the  vendor  to  the  vendee,  even 
notice  of  such  transfer  be  given  to  the  bank  before  the  attad 
ment  Fisher  v.  Haaex  Bank^  5  Gray,  879.  Many  other  cast 
might  be  referred  to  where  it  is  held  that  all  persons  unaffecte 
with  notice  to  the  contrary,  are  at  liberty  to  act  upon  the  faith  c 
the  title  being  where  it  appears  to  be  upon  the  books  of  the  ban) 
Sabin  v.  Bank  of  Woodstock,  21  Vt.  353 ;  Oxford  Turf^nke  ^ 
Bunndj  6  Conn.  558 ;  Perpetual  Ins.  Co,  v.  GoodfeUotc,  9  IC 
150 ;  Cunningham  v.  Life  Ins.  ^  Trust  Co.,  4  Ala.  652 ;  At< 
V.  Walton,  i  Kelly  (Ga.),  43 ;  Arnold  v.  Suffolk  Bank,  27  Bar 
424 ;  McCready  v.  Rumsey,  6  Duer,  574.  Unquestionably,  whei 
the  stock  of  a  corporation  is  by  the  terms  of  its  charter  or  bj 
laws  transferable  only  on  its  books,  still  the  purchaser  whi 
receives  a  certificate  with  power  of  attorney,  acquires  the  entin 
title,  legal  and  equitable  as  between  himself  and  the  seller,  witt 
all  the  rights  which  the  latter  possessed,  but  as  between  himsell 
and  the  corporation  he  acquires  only  an  equitable  title  wliich  the 
corporation  are  bound  to  recognize  whenever  he  presents  himself^ 
if  before  any  effective  transfer  to  anotlier  has  been  made  on  the 
books,  and  offers  to  do  the  acts  required  by  the  charter  and  by- 
laws to  make  a  valid  transfer,  until  those  acts  are  done,  he  ifl 
not  a  stockholder,  and  has  no  claim  to  act  as  such ;  but  poB^ 
sesses,  by  virtue  of  the  certificate  and  power  of  attorney,  as  be- 
tween himself  and  the  corporation,  the  right  to  make  himselfi 
or  whomsoever  he  chooses,  a  stockholder  by  complying  with  the 
rules  prescribed  in  the  by-laws  or  charter.  Railroad  v.  Sckvf^i 
34  N.  Y.  80. 

Complete  justification  for  the  act  of  the  defendants  in  refomg 
to  recognize  and  record  the  transfer  of  the  stock  in  this  case,  ^ 
found  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  as  well  in  the  pover 
granted  to  tlie  corporation  to  define  and  regulate  by  bj-lavs 
tlie  manner  in  which  its  stcok  shall  be  transferred,  as  well  as  io 
the  express  power  contained  in  the  articles  of  association,  tliat  the 
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directors  may,  if  they  so  determine,  prohibit  by  by-laws  the  trans- 
fer of  stock  owned  by  any  stockholder  who  may  be  liable  to  the 
association,  either  as  principal  debtor,  or  otherwise,  without  the 
consent  of  the  board;  and  many  other  decided  cases  proceed 
upon  tlie  same  ground,  but  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  as- 
sume the  burden  of  the  first  branch  of  the  proposition,  as  the  by- 
law conforms  to  the  articles  of  association,  and  it  is  clear  that 
the  provision  in  the  articles  of  association,  under  which  the  by- 
law was  framed,  is  fully  warranted  by  the  act  of  Congress,  pro- 
viding for  a  national  currency.  Lockwood  v.  The  Banks,  9  R.  I. 
808 ;  Walm  v.  Bank  of  North  America^  8  S.  &  R.  86  ;  McDowell 
V.  Bank  of  Wilmingtonj  1  Harring.  27 ;  Stebbins  v.  Phoenix  Fire 
/w.  Co.,  8  Paige,  Ch.  850. 

Somewhat  diflFerent  views  were  entertained  by  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  New  York  in  the  case  of  The  Bank  of  Attica  v. 
Manufadurers*  ^  Traders*  Bank,  20  N.  Y.  504,  which  is  much 
relied  on  by  the  plaintiffs.  Stockholders  of  banks,  formed  under 
the  general  banking  act  of  that  State,  were,  it  appears,  at 
that  time  vested  with  the  unconditional  right  of  transferring 
their  stock,  except  as  they  might  agree  to  limit  it  by  their 
articles  of  association.  Such  transfers  were  required  by  the 
Hrticles  of  association  to  be  made  upon  the  books  of  the  bank ; 
*nd  the  provision  was,  that  "  every  transfer  shall  be  made  and 
t&ken,  expressly  subject  to  all  the  conditions  and  stipulations 
contained  in  those  articles.  Suitable  books  for  the  registry  and 
transfer  of  the  shares  of  the  association,  were  required  to  be  kept 
^1  the  directors,  and  they  were  empowered  "  to  make  such  by- 
laws and  regulations  for  the  government  of  themselves,  their 
officers  and  agents,  and  for  the  management  of  the  business  of 
the  association,  as   they  may  deem  expedient  and  proper,  not 

• 

inconsistent  with  law,  or  these  articles  of  association,"  but  the 
articles  did  not  in  terms  give  tho  direction  and  power  to  provide 
that  the  stock  should  be  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  corporation 
'or  the  indebtedness  of  the  stockholders,  and  the  court  held  that 
the  articles  of  association  did  not  authorize  the  directors  to  adopt 
4  by-law,  making  provision  for  such  a  lien,  and  that  a  purchaser 
of  the  stock,  notwithstanding  the  directors  had  adopted  such  a 
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by-law,  bad  an  equitable  lien  to  the  stock,  free  from  any  lien  ii 
favor  of  the  bank.  Whether  the  rule  adopted  in  that  case  i 
correct  or  incorrect,  the  case  before  the  court  is  wholly  unaffectei 
by  that  decision,  as  the  power,  under  which  the  directors  in  thi 
case  adopted  the  by-law  in  question,  is  contained  in  the  article 
of  association,  and  was  incorporated  into  those  articles  of  associa 
tion,  in  pursuance  of  an  express  provision  contained  in  §  5  of  thi 
act  of  Congress,  to  provide  for  a  national  currency. 

Express  autliority  to  restrain  the  transfer  of  the  shares  by  th< 
shareholders  was  entirely  wanting  in  the  articles  of  associatioi 
in  that  case,  and  the  justification  of  the  act  of  refusal  to  recog 
nize  the  same  rested  entirely  upon  a  by-law  adopted  by  the  direc 
tors,  which  provided  that  no  transfers  of  stock  could  be  mad 
unless  the  person  making  the  same  shall  previously  discharge  i^ 
debts  or  demands  due  or  contracted  by  him  or  her  to  the  ban] 
Strictly  confined  as  the  opinion  is  in  that  case  to  the  questio 
before  the  court,  still  it  is  manifest  that  the  court  felt  obliged  t 
concede  that  the  section  of  the  banking  act  which  provides  tfaa 
the  shares  should  be  transferable  upon  the  books  of  the  bank  in 
such  manner  as  might  be  agreed  upon  in  the  articles  of  association, 
would  allow  such  a  restraint  to  be  inserted  in  those  articles,  bat 
they  held  that  the  directors  could  not  make  such  a  by-law  in  a 
case  where  the  articles  of  association  conferred  no  such  autbority. 
Much  weight  is  certainly  due  to  that  distinction,  as  the  articles 
of  association  must  receive  the  assent  of  all  the  primary  stock- 
holders, and  are  within  the  knowledge  of  every  purchaser  of  the 
stock  ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  in  this  case  whether  tiio 
directors  could  properly  adopt  such  a  by-law  or  not,  in  a  cu0 
where  they  are  not  authorized  so  to  do  by  the  articles  of  assodir 
tion.  They  were  authorized  by  the  articles  of  association  in  this 
case  to  adopt  the  by-law  in  question,  and  it  is  expressly  adniitted 
in  the  case  of  Bounhack  v.  The  Salt  Springs  National  Bankj  58 
Barb.  605,  that  where  the  articles  of  association  confer  the  pofC^ 
to  make  such  a  by-law,  that  the  by-law  is  valid,  and  that  it  binds 
the  subsequent  purchaser  of  the  stock,  and  the  court  is  not  re- 
ferred to  any  decision  where  a  contrary  doctrine  is  mentioned- 
Comment  upon  the  provisions  of  the  prior  act  of  Congress  is  uu- 
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necessary,  as  that  is  repealed,  and  the  case  before  the  court  is 
governed  entirely  by  the  act  now  in  force.     12  Stat,  at  Large, 
665  ;  13  Ibid.  118.     Banking  associations,  formed  under  the  act 
of  Congress,  are  forbidden  by  §  35  of  the  act  to  make  any  loan 
or  discount  on  the  security  of  the  shares  of  its  own  capital  stock, 
or  to  be  tiie  purchaser  or  holder  of  any  such  shares,  unless  such 
security  or  purchase  shall  be  necessary  to  prevent  loss,  upon  a 
debt  previously  contracted  in  good  faith.     13  Stat,  at  Large,  110. 
Just  such  a  provision  is  contained  in* the  banking  law  of  the 
State  of  Connecticut,  where  it  is  enacted  that  no  bank  shall  make 
any  loan  or  discount  on  pledges  of  its  own  stock,  and  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  that  State  held  that  that  enactment  did  not 
invaUdate  a  provision  in  the  certificates  that  the  stock  of  the  share- 
holders should  be  subject  to  their  indebtedness  to  the  incorpora- 
tion, that  a  loan  or  discount  on  a  pledge  of  stock  is  an  expression 
of  mercantile  origin,  and  is  understood  to  mean  a  loan  or  dis- 
count, where  the  stock  of  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  loan 
or  discount  is  made,  or  that  of  another  is  expressly  and  specifi- 
cally pledged  at  the  time  for  its  payment.     Van  Sands  v.  Middle- 
^^  Co.  Banky  26  Conn.*144.     Such  a  provision,  forbidding  loans 
oa  such  security,  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  power  conferred  in 
*^G  articles  of  association,  as  was  hold  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Ohio  in  the  case  of  Conant  et  aL  v.  Seneca  Co.  Bankj  1  Ohio  St. 
^*  298,  to  which  particular  reference  is  made,  as  showing  the 
^^isons  upon  which  the  conclusions  rest.     In  re  Bigelow^  1  B.  R. 
203 ;  Ex  parte  Plant,  4  Dea.  &  Chitt.  R.  160.     Congress  un- 
doubtedly intended  in  repealing  the  provision  in  §  36  of  the 
''^I'lner  act,  that  no  shareholder  in  any  association  under  the  act 
"iould  have  power  to  sell  or  transfer  any  shares  held  by  him, 
"^  liis  own  right,  so  long  as  he  should,  either  as  principal  debtor, 
^*"ety,  or  otherwise,  be  liable  to  the  association  for  any  debt 
^hich  should  have  become  due,  and  remained  unpaid,  etc.,  to 
'^Heve  the  holders  of  bank  shares  from  the  restrictions  imposed 
^y  that  section,  and  in  a  case  where  the  articles  of  association 
^^d  not  contain  any  provision  authorizing  the  directors  to  adopt 
^  by-law  providing  for  such  restraint  in  the  sale  and  transfer  of 
^^'^ares,  tlie  Supreme  Court  held,  that  loans  made  by  national 
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banks  do  not  give  a  lien  to  the  bank  on  the  stock  of  such  stock- 
holders, but  the  articles  of  association  in  the  case  at  bar  do  con- 
fer that  authority  upon  the  directors,  and  the  directors,  having 
exercised  that  power  under  the  authority  conferred  in  the  articles 
of  association,  and  adopted  the  by-law  in  question,  the  same  is 
clearly  valid,  and  furnishes  a  complete  justification  to  the  de- 
fendants for  their  refusal  to  record  the  transfer  of  the  stock, 
as  demanded  by  the  plaintiff.    Bank  v.  Lanier,  11  Wall.  374. 

Prior  to  the  repeal  of  the  antecedent  act,  the  directors  in  that 
case  had  adopted  a  by-law  providing  for  such  a  restraint  in  the 
sale  and  transfer  of  the  stock  owned  by  a  delinquent  stock 
holder  ;  but  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  repeal  of  the  prio 
act,  inasmuch  as  it  removed  the  restriction,  left  tiie  by-law  with 
out  any  foundation,  and  the  by-law,  which  provided  for  the  sam 
restriction,  also  fell  with  the  repeal  of  the  act  on  which  it  rested. 

Well-founded  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  that  decision 
not  be  entertained,  as  the  by-law  was  adopted  under  the  act 
Congress,  which  was  repealed,  and  not  under  the  articles  of 
sociation,  which  did  not  confer  any  power  upon  the  directors 
adopt  any  such  restriction.     But  the  facts  in  the  case  at  bar 
entirely  different,  as  the  articles  of  association  in  this  case  e 
pressly  provide  that  by-laws  may  be  adopted  which  shall  " 
hibit,  if  the  directors  shall  so  determine,  the  transfer  of  stook 
owned  by  any  stockholder  who  may  be  liable  to  the  association , 
either  as  principal  debtor  or  otherwise,  without  the  consent  of 
the  board.''     Opposed  to  this  conclusion,  it  may  be  suggested 
that  the  shares  of  a  stockholder  are  evidenced  by  certificates  ; 
that  such  certificates  are  sometimes  used  as  collaterals,  and  that 
they  are  bought  and  sold  in  the  market,  and  that  a  person  pur- 
chasing without  due  inquiry  may  suffer  loss.     But  if  Uiat  sugges- 
tion is  made,  there  are  two  answers  to  it,  either  of  which  is 
decisive :  — 

That  such  certificates  are  not  negotiable  instruments.    Soch        1 1 
a  certificate  does  not  partake  of  the  character  of  a  negotiable        |  ^ 
instrument ;  and  the  bona  fide  assignee  of  the  same,  with  power 
to  transfer  the  stock,  takes  the  certificates  as  a  contract,  subject       |  ^c* 
only  to  the  equities  which  existed  against  his  assignor.    JUb- 
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chatties  Bank  v.  Railroad^  3  Kem.  623 ;  Bank  v.  Lanier,  11 
Wall.  377 ;  Bank  of  Geargetmn  v.  Laird,  2  Wheat.  393  ;  Stelh 
bins  V.  Lm.  Cb.,  8  Paige,  Ch.  350. 

Tliat  a  purchaser  cannot  acquire  any  greater  rights  than  his 
grantor  possessed,  as  all  persons  dealing  in  the  stock  of  a  bank 
are  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  charter,  or  articles  of  association, 
'which  is  a  proposition  too  generally  admitted  to  require  argument 
in  its  support. 

Seven  only  of  the  eight  direlbtors  were  present  at  the  meeting 
"when  the  by-law  in  question  was  adopted,  and  it  is  objected 
b J-  the  plaintiffs  that  the  by-law  is  inoperative  on  that  account ; 
but  the  response  made  by  the  defendants  to  that  objection  is  so 
fall  and  decisive  that  it  does  not  seem  to  be  necessary  to  enter 
into  that  inquiry.  Most  of  the  authorities  upon  the  subject  are 
referred  to  in  the  supplemental  argument  by  the  defendants,  and 
they  show,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  the  objection,  as 
applied  to  the  facts  of  the  case  at  bar,  is  not  well  founded. 
^Judgment  for  the  defendants,  with  costs. 
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BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  SHEPLEY,  JJ. 

^'^Ohn  T.  Seavey,  as  father  of  John  E.  Seavey,  minor.  Petitioner 
for  Habeas  Corpus  v,  T.  Seymour,  Military  Commander  at 
Port  Preble ;  William  K  Harrington,  as  father  of  Charles 
W,  Harrington,  Petitioner  v.  Same. 

^Uder  1 14  of  the  Judiciaiy  Aot,  justices  of  the  Sapreme  Court  and  District  Courts  hava 
power  to  grant  writs  of  habetu  corpus  where  a  person  is  imprisoned  or  restrained  of  his 
liberty,  for  the  purpose  of  inquiry  into  the  cause  of  the  commitment;  but  the  writ  in 
no  case  extends  to  prisoners  in  jail,  unless  when  tbej  are  in  custody  under  or  by  color 
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of  the  aathority  of  the  United  States,  or  are  committed  for  trial  before  lome  eonrt  of  the 
same,  or  are  to  be  brought  into  a  court  to  testify. 

Under  that  act  a  Circuit  Court  has  no  authority  to  re-examine  a  decision  of  a  District 
Court. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  February  6, 1867,  confers  upon  all  the  Judges  and  Jvstices 
of  the  Courts  of  the  United  States,  in  addition  to  the  authority  preTiomly  conferred, 
power  to  grant  writs  of  habeat  carpus  in  all  cases  where  any  person  may  be  restrained 
of  hto  or  her  liberty  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  or  any  law  or  treaty  of  the  United 
States,  and  gives  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  an  inferior  to  the  Circuit  Court. 

In  case  of  the  enlistment  into  the  service  of  the  United  States,  without  the  consmit  of  parent 
or  guardian,  of  a  person  under  eighteen  years  of  age,  on  a  hearing  under  a  petition  for 
a  writ  of  habeat  corput^  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  tlie  age  of  the  recruiL 

The  certificate  of  enlistment  is  not  conclusive  ttiat  the  recruit  was  of  age  snflScient  to  enter 
into  the  contract. 

The  first  proviso  of  §  20  of  the  act  of  February  24,  1864,  does  not  rest  the  exclusive 
jurisdiction  of  applications  of  this  nature  in  the  Secretary  of  War. 

If  the  recruit  was  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  his  certificate  under  oath  that  he 
of  the  age  required  for  lawful  enlistment,  would  not  be  conclusive  as  to  the  actual  fae 

The  act  of  March  8, 1815,  repealed  the  act  of  December  10,  1814,  which  made  the  enlisi 
ment  binding  upon  all  persons  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  as  well  as  upon  pe 
of  full  age. 

By  the  act  of  the  24th  of  February,  1864,  the  Secretary  of  War  is  empowered  to  order 
discharge  of  all  persons  in  the  military  service  who  are  under  the  age  of  eighteen 
at  the  time  of  the  application  for  the  discharge,  provided  it  appears  on  due  proof 
such  persons  are  in  the  service  without  the  consent  of  parent  or  guardian,  provi 
bounties,  advance,  etc.,  are  first  repaid  to  the  government  and  the  local  authorities. 

But  this  docs  not  give  the  Secretary  of  War  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  such  applications. 

This  provision  giving  the  Secretary  of  War  power  to  hear  such  applications,  is  not  repik. 
nant  to,  or  a  repeal  of,  §  14  of  the  Judiciarv  Act. 

In  order  to  work  a  repeal  by  implication  there  must  be  a  positive  repugnancy  between 
provisions  of  the  older  and  later  statute. 

Upon  an  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  before  the  District  Court,  there  was 
defence  that  the  recruit  was  awaiting  a  trial  under  a  charge  of  desertion  before  a  nail/. 
tary  court,  and  no  evidence  to  that  efiect  introduced  before  that  court:  Held  that  at  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal  before  the  Circuit  Court,  the  suggestion  that  that  fact  was  shown 
by  the  return  could  not  avail  the  respondent,  because  the  jurisdiction  of  the  CUviut 
Court  in  this  case  was  purely  appellate. 

The  return  on  the  writ  should  be  signed  by  the  person  to  whom  it  was  directed. 

The  proper  course  is  for  the  petitioner  to  make  his  answer  to  the  return  on  the  writ,  and 
not  to  make  his  allegations  in  full  in  the  petition. 

All  the  facts  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  case  are  re- 
cited in  the  opinion. 

Strout  and  Gagcy  for  petitioners. 

jT.  F.  Barr  and  A.  B,  Gardiner ^  for  the  United  States. 

Clifford,  J.  Provision  is  made,  by  §  14  of  the  Judiciary  Act, 
that  either  of  the  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  well  as  the 
judges  of  the  District  Courts,  shall  have  power  to  grant  writs  of 
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Jk€ibeas  corpus  ^^  where  a  person  is  imprisoned,  or  restrained  of 
Imis  liberty,"  for  the  purpose  of  an  inquiry  into  the  cause  of  com- 
XKiitment ;  but  the  same  section  provides  that  the  writ  "  shall  in  no 
o^ise  extend  to  prisoners  in  jail,  unless  when  they  are  in  custody 
ixnder  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  are 
committed  for  trial  before  some  court  of  the  same,  or  are  necessary 
to  be  brought  into  court  to  testify."     1  Stat  at  Large,  '82. 

Circuit  Courts,  under  that  act,  possess  no  power  to  re-examine 
CL  decision  of  the  District  Court,  as  the  act  makes. no  provision  for 
-fclie  removal  of  such  a  case  from  the  District  to  the  Circuit  Court 
\yy  writ  of  error  or  appeal ;  and  the  reported  decisions  of  the 
Oircuit  Court  do  not  show  a  case  where  appellate  jurisdiction  in 
such  a  case  was  ever  exercised  in  a  Circuit  Court. 

Appellate  jurisdiction  is  exercised  in  such  cases  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  over  the  decisions  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  as  appears 
l>y  many  reported  cases;  but  the  Circuit  Courts  have  never 
c^laimed  to  exercise  the  power  to  re-examine  the  decisions  of  the 
District  Courts  in  such  cases  under  the  Judiciary  Act. 

Tested  by  the  regulations  prescribed  in  that  act,  it  is  clear  that 

tiie  appeal  before  the  court  should  be  dismissed,  as  the  Circuit 

dourts  would  possess  no  jurisdiction  to  re-examine  the  decisions 

of  a  District  Court  in  such  a  case  ;  but  §  1  of  the  act  of  the  5th 

of  February,  1867,  confers  the  power  upon  all  of  the  justices  and 

j  udges  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  addition  to  the  au- 

"thority  previously  conferred,  to  grant  writs  of  habeas  corpus  in 

cdl  cases  where  any  person  may  be  restrained  of  his  or  her  lib- 

orty  in  violation  of  the  Constitution,  or  of  any  treaty  or  law, 

of  the  United  States ;  and  the  provision  is,  that,  from  the  final 

ciecision  of  any  judge,  justice,  or  court  inferior  to  the  Circuit 

Oourt,  an  appeal  in  such  case  may  be  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court 

for  the  district  in  which  said  cause  is  heard,  under  the  regula- 

^ons  prescribed  in  the  same  section.     14  Stat,  at  Large,  383. 

Pursuant  to  that  p::> vision,  the  appellee,  on  the  10th  of  Sep- 
^mber,  1870,  filed  his  petition  under  oath,  in  the  District  Court 
:fbr  this  district,  praying  that  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  might  issue 
in  the  case  before  the  court,  to  bring  into  court  the  body  of  the 
person  named  in  the  petition,  and  that  he,  the  person  so  named, 
juight  be  discharged  from  bis  confinement. 
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He  represented  in  his  petition  that  he,  Uie  petitioner,  was  the 
father  of  the  person  so  named ;  that  his  son  was  a  minor  under 
the  age  of  eighteen  years,  and  that  he,  ilie  petitioner,  was  enti- 
tled to  the  custody  and  services  of  his  son ;  tliat  he,  the  son,  was 
unlawfully  imprisoned  and  restrained  of  his  liberty  by  the  appel- 
lant at  Fort  Preble,  in  this  district ;  that  he,  the  petitioner,  was 
informed  that  the  appellant  claimed  to  hold  his  sou  under  and 
by  virtue  of  a  pretended  enlistment  into  the  army  of  the  United 
States,  but  alleged  that  the  enlistment,  if  any  such  is  set  up,  is 
illegal  and  void,  because,  as  he  alleged,  his  son  was  at  the  time, 
and  now  is,  a  minor  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  and 
emancipated  ;  and  that  he,  the  son,  did  not  have  the  consent  oi 
the  petitioner  to  the  said  enlistment.     Return  was  made  to  th^^^£ 
writ  that  the  person  named  was  held  at  the  alleged  place  of  con^^cn- 
finement  by  reason  of  his  being  a  regularly  enlisted  soldier  in  th»»  ^^e 
army  of  the  United  States,  and  that  he  is  also  awaiting  trial  on  :       a 
charge  of  desertion. 

Express  authority  is  given  in  the  act  to  the  petitioner  to  den] 
under  oath,  any  of  the  material  facts  set  forth  in  the  return, 
to  allege  any  fact  to  show  that  the  detention  is  in  contraventii 
of  the  Constitution,  or  any  laws,  of  the  United  States.     Hearirr^y 
was  had  in  the  District  CoUrt,  and  the  District  Oourt  decidczsd 
that  the  enlistment  of  the  person  named  in  the  petition  was  voL  <i, 
as  it  appeared  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  the  hearing,  as  well  wis 
at  the  time  of  his  enlistment,  a  minor  under  the  age  of  eighte^ 
years ;  and  the  District  Court  entered  an  order  or  decree  tt^at 
the  person  so  named  be  discharged  from  his  said  confinement. 

Due  appeal  was  thereupon  taken  from  that  decision  of  tlie 
District  Court  to  this  court,  and  the  appeal  was  duly  entered  st 
the  last  term.     Since  that  time  the  parties  have  been  heard,  and 
the  case  now  comes  up  for  final  determination.     Certain  irregu- 
larities are  noticeable  in  the  proceedings  on  the  one  side  and  the 
other ;  but  the  case  will  be  examined  and  decided  as  if  none 
such  appeared,  as  they  have  been  substantially  waived  by  the 
parties. 

Power  to  grant  writs  of  habeas  corpus  is  conferred  upon  flw 
several  justices  and  judges  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  b 
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\  1  of  the  act  of  1867,  in  addition  to  their  authority  in  that 
oehalf  under  prior  laws,  in  all  cases  where  any  person  is  re- 
strained of  his  or  her  liberty  in  violation  of  the  Constitution,  or 
)f  any  treaty  or  law,  of  the  United  States ;  and  it  is  clear  that  an 
ippeal  in  all  such  cases,  where  the  petition  is  commenced  in  the 
District  Court,  will  lie  from  the  final  decision  of  that  court  in 
lie  case  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district 
n  which  the  cause  was  heard.     Ux  parte  Yerger,  8  Wall.  102. 

Justices  and  judges  of  the  Federal  Courts  are  empowered,  by 
}  14  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  "  to  grant  writs  of  habeas  carpus  for 
ihe  purpose  of  inquiry  into  the  cause  of  commitment "  ;  but  the 
idditional  power  conferred  by  §  1  of  the  act  under  consideration 
s  "  to  grant  writs  of  habeas  corpus  in  all  cases  where  any  person 
nay  be  restrained  of  his  or  her  liberty  in  violation  of  the  Con- 
ititution,  or  of  any  treaty  or  law,  of  the  United  States  "  ;  and 
lie  further  provision  is,  that  the  court  or  judge  granting  the 
mi  ^^  shall  proceed  in  a  summary  way  to  determine  the  facts 
if  the  case  by  hearing  testimony  and  the  arguments  of  the  par- 
ies interested ;  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  petitioner  is  de- 
rived of  his  or  her  liberty  in  contravention  of  the  Constitution 
r  laws  of  the  United  States,  he  or  she  shall  forthwith  be  dis- 
bai^d  and  set  at  liberty.  14  Ibid.  386  ;  Ux  parte  Watkius,  3 
*et.  201 ;  Hx  parte  Metzger,  6  How.  176  ;  Hurd  on  Hab.  Corp. 
60. 

Appeals  to  the  Circuit  Courts  lie  under  that  act  from  the  final 
ecisions  of  the  District  Courts,  but  an  appeal  does  not  lie  from  the 
ecision  of  the  District  Court  in  such  a  case  where  the  jurisdic- 
on  of  the  District  Court  is  derived  solely  from  §  14  of  the 
udiciary  Act. 

Documents,  purporting  to  be  the  original  enlistment  of  tlie 
meruit,  were  introduced  in  each  case,  and  they  are  so  exactly 
like  in  all  particulars,  which  are  material  in  this  investigation, 
lat  a  reference  to  one  will  be  sufficient  without  any  reference  to 
le  other.  Take,  for  example,  the  enlistment  of  the  recruit  first 
amed.  He  states  his  name,  place  of  birth ;  that  he  is  aged 
srenty-one  years ;  also  his  occupation,  and  acknowledges  that  he 
oluntarily  enlisted  on  the  6th  of  June,  1869,  as  a  soldier  in  the 
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army  of  the  United  States  for  the  period  of  five  years,  unless 
sooner  discharged  by  proper  authority,  and  agrees  to  accept  such 
bounty,  pay,  rations,  and  clothing  as  are  or  may  be  established 
by  law.  Superadded  to  that  certificate  of  enlistment  is  the  cer- 
tificate of  an  oath  purporting  to  have  been  taken  by  the  recruit 
on  the  same  day,  in  which  he,  as  represented,  does  solemnly 
swear  that  he  will  bear  true  faith  and  allegiance  to  the  United 
States ;  that  he  will  serve  them  honestly  and  faithfully,  and  that 
he  will  observe  and  obey  the  orders  of  the  President,  and  the 
orders  of  his  superior  officers. 

Those  documents  are  admitted  to  be  genuine,  but  they  do  no 
contain  any  certificate  that  the  recruits,  or  either  of  them,  did^ 
at  the  time  of  their  enlistment,  take  and  subscribe  any  oath 
to  their  respective  ages,  as  seems  to  be  contemplated  in  sue 
cases,  by  a  recent  act  of  Congress.     12  Stat,  at  Large,  33 
Appended  to  each  document  is  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  ce 
cate  of  an  oath,  subsequently  taken  by  the  recruit,  in  which 
certifies  that  he,  at  the  time  of  his  enlistment,  was  twenty-o 
years  of  age,  but  the  United  States  do  not  contend  that  8U< 
certificates  are  a  part  of  the  enlistments,  nor  do  they  rely 
them  as  c6nclusive  evidence  of  what  is  therein  certified. 

On  the  contrary,  they  concede  that  the  recruits  res 
were,  at  the  time  of  their  enlistment,  and  that  they  still 
under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  if  evidence  to  that  is  admi. 
sible,  which  they  deny,  and  insist  that  parol  evidence  is  not 
missible  to  prove  that  allegation. 

Views  diametrically  opposite  are  entertained  by  the  respec- 
tive parties  m  this  case,  as  appears  by  a  comparison  of  the  sev- 
eral propositions  submitted  by  their  counsel  at  the  argument. 

Based  on  the  state  of  facts  here  exhibited,  the  proposition  of 
the  petitioner  is,  that  the  enlistment  of  his  son  was  in  violation 
of  §  2  of  the  act  of  the  13th  of  February,  1862,  and  void,  as  he 
was  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  and  that  it  was  the  dntj 
of  the  District  Court  to  grant  the  writ  of  habeas  carpus^  and  to 
discharge  his  son  from  his  imprisonment. 

Two  principal  answers  are  made  by  the  Government  to  that 
proposition,  and  if  either  of  them  can  be  sustained,  the  decisioii 
of  the  District  Court  must  be  reversed. 
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1.  That  the  evidence  offered  as  to  the  age  of  the  recruit  at  the 
of  his  enlistment,  is  not  admissible ;  that  the  certificate  of 

Ustment,  as  given  in  evidence,  is  conclusive  that  the  recruit 
ss  of  sufficient  age  to  make  the  contract.   12  Stat,  at  Large,  339. 

2.  That  the  first  proviso  in  §  20  of  the  act  of  the  24th  of 
-l?^^bruary,  1864,  operates  to  vest  in  the  Secretary  of  War  the  ex- 

Tisive  jurisdiction  to  bear  and  determine  such  an  application. 
3  Stat,  at  Large,  10  ;  13  Ibid.  380. 

Where  the  recruit  is  less  than  eighteen  years  of  age,  and  was 

ustered  into  the  military  service  without  the  consent  of  his 

,  guardian,  or  master,  proof  to  show  that  fact  has  always 

^^^en  admissible  in  evidence,  except  for  the  period  of  three 

onths,   as  hereafter  explained,  from  the  organization  of  the 

dicial  system  of  the  United  States  to  the  present  time,  and  it 

still  admissible  under  the  rules  of  law,  unless  it  can  be  held 

^Viat  the  act  which  provides  that  "  the  oath  of  enlistment  taken 

,7  the  recruit  shall  be  conclusive  as  to  his  age,"  has  established 

different  rule.     12  Stat,  at  Large,  339. 

Strong  doubts  are  entertained  whether  that  provision  can  have 

application  in  any  case  where  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is 

^ued  out  by  the  parent,  guardian,  or  master,  but  it  is  unnecessary 

"(^  determine  tliat  point  in  the  case  before  the  court,  as  it  does 

Xiot  appear  that  the  respective  recruits  did  take  any  oath  as  to 

'^beir  age  at  the  date  of  their  enlistment.     As  before  explained, 

^hey  severally  made  oath  that  they  would  bear  true  faith  and 

^legiance  to  the  United  States ;  that  they  would  serve  them 

lionestly  and  faithfully,  and  that  they  would  observe  and  obey 

"the  orders  of  the  President  and  the  orders  of  their  superior  offi- 

%^rs ;  but  they  do  not,  as  appears  by  the  certificate  of  enlistment, 

snake   any   representation    under    oath  as  to  their  respective 

«ige8. 

Construed  literally,  the  phrase  that  '^  the  oath  of  enlistment 
^ken  by  the  recruit  shall  be  conclusive  as  to  his  age,"  it  may  be 
conceded,  would  afford  some  support  to  the  theory  of  the  respon- 
dent, that  the  evidence  offered  to  show  that  the  recruits  were 
imder  eighteen  years  of  age,  was  inadmissible,  but  it  cannot  be 
udmitted  that  Congress  intended  to  enact  that  the  enlistment, 
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with  or  without  such  a  certificate,  should  be  conclusive  evidence 
that  a  given  relation  exists  between  the  United  States  and  a 
citizen,  when  the  same  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  enacts  that 
the  party  in  question  shall  never  hold  any  such  relation  as  that 
imputed. 

Even  suppose  the  phrase  in  question  may  be  construed  as  en- 
acting in  respect  to  recruits  between  the  ages  of  eighteen  an 
twenty-one,  that  the  enlistment  shall  be  conclusive  that  the 
were  competent  to  make  such  a  contract,  which  is  not 
where  the  petition  is  filed  by  the  parent,  guardian,  or  master 
still  it  is  clear  that  it  cannot  properly  be  so  construed  in  respe 
to  recruits  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  as  the  same  sectior 
enacts,  ^^  that  no  person,  under  the  age  of  eighteen,  shall 
mustered  into  the  service  of  the  United  States." 

Congress,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  could  never  have  i 
tended  to  enact  that  the  certificate  of  enlistment  should  be  co 
elusive  as  to  the  validity  of  the  contract,  in  a  case  where  the  r 
cruit  is  declared  not  competent  to  be  mustered  into  the  milita. 
service,  by  the  same  section  that  contains  the  provision  which 
is  supposed  excludes  the  evidence  to  prove  its  invalidity.    Sa 
a  construction,  if  not  positively  absurd,  would  certainly  viol 
one  of  the  acknowledged  canons  of  construction,  which  forbicis 
that  any  part  of  a  statute  shall  be  held  to  be  without  meanir& 
as  it  is  clear  that  that  consequence  must  follow  if  such  a 
is  adopted  as  to  the  meaning  of  that  phrase. 

Support  to  the  opposite  view  is  also  derived  from  the  corisidor- 
ation,  that  if  the  rule  assumed  by  the  respondent  may  be  applied 
where  the  recruit  is  under  the  age  of  eighteen,  it  may,  with 
equal  propriety,  be  applied  when  the  enlistment  is  of  a  recruit 
under  sixteen  years  of  age,  in  which  case  the  recruiting  or  mus- 
tering officer,  if  he  acted  knowingly,  is  liable  to  be  dismissed  the 
service,  with  forfeiture  of  pay  and  allowances,  and  "  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  such  further  punishment  as  a  court  martial  may  du«cf 
13  Stat,  at  Large,  380. 

Recruits,  it  seems,  are  sometimes  required  to  make  oath  as  to 
their  age  at  the  time  of  their  enlistment,  and  sometimes  tbey  are 
not,  as  is  sufficiently  shown  by  the  enlistments  and  the  certifi- 
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&tes  appended  to  the  same  in  these  cases.  Attempt  was  made 
a  argument  to  show  that  the  enlistment  never  contains  any  such 
btement  of  the  recruit,  but  the  reports  of  judicial  decisions  fur- 
Ish  satisfactory  evidence  to  the  contrary,  as  appears  by  several 
cises.  In  re  Cline^  1  Ben.  R.  338 ;  In  re  Stokes^  1  Ibid.  341 ; 
at  re  Riley  J  Ibid.  408. 

Evidently  the  enlistment  cannot,  in  any  case,  be  regarded  as 
€>nclu8ive  of  the  age  of  the  recruit  unless  it  contains  the  certifi- 
mte  of  the  recruit  under  oath  that  he  was  of  the  required  age, 
Old  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  even  where  it  contains  such 
..  certificate  it  cannot  have  the  effect  to  exclude  evidence  as  to 
lie  actual  fact,  if  the  recruit  was  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years 
.t  the  time  of  his  enlistment,  as  the  same  section  provides  ''  that 
lo  person  under  the  age  of  eighteen  shall  be  mustered  into  the 
Jnited  States  service." 

Express  provision  is  made  by  §  11  of  the  act  of  March  16, 
L  802,  that  no  person  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  should 
>e  "  enlisted  or  held  "  in  military  service  without  the  consent  of 
^is  parent,  guardian,  or  master,  if  any  he  had,  and  the  same  sec- 
don  enacted  that  if  any  officer  should  enlist  any  person  contrary 
"JO  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  that  act,  he  should  be  liable 
io  the  penalty  therein  provided.  2  Stat,  at  Large,  135.  Many 
i^hanges  were  subsequently  made  in  the  details  of  that  regulation, 
^nd  especially  during  the  war  of  1812,  not  material  to  be  noticed, 
BIS  one  of  them  contains  a  re-enactment  of  the  substance  of  the 
original  provision,  and  no  one  of  them  authorized  the  enlistment 
of  a  minor  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  consent  of  the 
IMurent,  guardian,  or  master,  until  the  act  of  the  10th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1814,  was  passed,  which  was  approved  only  fourteen  days 
before  the  treaty  of  peace  was  signed.  3  Stat,  at  Large,  146 ;  8 
Stat,  at  Large,  218  ;  2  Ibid.  792. 

Consent  in  writing  of  the  parent,  guardian,  or  master,  was 
required  by  the  act  last  referred  to,  which  was  a  supplementary 
act  for  the  more  perfect  organization  of  the  army  during  that 
"war.  Throughout  that  period  it  is  clear  that  persons  under  the 
age  of  eighteen  could  not  be  enlisted  or  held  to  service  in  the 
mrmy  without  the  consent,  oral  or  written,  of  the  parent,  guar- 


448  MAINE  DISTMCJT. 

Seavcy  ef  al.  v.  SeTmonr. 

dian,  or  master ;  but  §  1  of  the  act,  making  further  provision  for 
filling  the  ranks  of  the  army,  autliorized  commissioned  officers 
in  the  recruiting  service  to  enlist  into  the  army  any  free,  eflFec- 
tive,  able-bodied  men  between  the  ages  of  eighteen  and  fifty 
years,  and  the  provision  was  that  the  enlistment  should  be  abso- 
lute and  binding  upon  persons  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  as  well  as  upon  persons  of  full  age,  where  it  appeared  thai 
the  recruiting  officer  had  complied  with  all  the  requisitions  of  th 
laws  regulating  the  recruiting  service.  3  Ibid.  146.  Provisia 
was  also  made  by  §  3  of  the  act,  that  so  much  of  §  5  of  th 
prior  act  as  required  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  parent, 
dian,  or  master  to  authorize  the  enlistment  of  persons  und 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  "  shall  be,  and  the  same  is  hereb 
repealed."     Such  consent  in  writing,  after  that,  was  certainl 


no  longer  necessary,  and  perhaps  the  better  opinion  is,  that  pe 
sons  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  might  be  enlisted  into 
army  under  that  act  without  any  such  consent,  oral  or  written, 
that  required  under  prior  laws.    Concede  all  that,  still  it  is  cl 
as  is  expressly  admitted  by  the  respondent,  that  the  act  repeali 
the  provision  requiring  such  consent  was  itself  repealed  by  § 
of  the  act  fixing  the  military  peace  establishment,  which 
a  law  in  less  than  three  months  after  the  provision  in  questi 
was  repealed.     3  Stat,  at  Large,  225. 

War  had  then  terminated,  and  Congress  proceeded  witho 
delay  to  reduce  the  army,  as  the  Congress  on  the  16th  of  Marc^lri, 
1802,  had  previously  done,  re-enacting  many  of  the  provisions 
the  former  law,  and  prefixing  the  same  title  to  the  new  act. 

By  §  1  of  that  act  it  was  provided,  that  the  military  peace  est 
lishment  should  consist  of  such  proportions  of  artillery,  infantry? 
and  riflemen,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  ten  thousand  men, 
the  President  should  judge  proper,  and  that  the  corps  of  en 
neers  as  then  established  should  be  retained. 

§  4  of  the  same  act  prescribes  the  compensation,  subsistence? 
allowance,  etc.,  of  the  officers,  non-commissioned  officers,  pri" 
vates,  etc.,  in  the  new  military  peace  establishment,  and  pro- 
vides in  express  terms  that  they  shall  be  the  same,  except  i^ 
certain  particulars  not  material  to  be  noticed,  as  are  prescribes 
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in  the  old  law  upon  that  subject.     AH  the  corps  retained  by  that 

act  were  declared  *'to  be  subject  to  the  rules  and  articles  of 

war,'*  and  §  7  provides  that  "  they  shall  be  recruited  in  the  same 

manner,  and  with  the  same  limitations  ....  as  are  authorized '' 

by  the  before-mentioned  old  law  upon  the  same  subject,  and  the 

act  to  raise  for  a  limited  time  an  additional  military  force.     2 

Stat,  at  Large,  481. 

Nothing  can  be  plainer  than  the  proposition  that  the  new  act 
fixing  the  military  peace  establishment  of  the  3d  of  March,  1815, 
repealed  that  part  of  §  1  of  the  act  of  the  10th  of  December, 
1814,  which  made  the  enlistment  absolute  and  binding  upon  all 
I>er8ons  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years','  as  well  as  upon  per- 
sons of  full  age. 

"Were  counsel  permitted  to  re-argue  the  case,  it  might  perhaps 
be  suggested  that  the  court,  in  the  case  of  Biley,  1  Ben.  R.  415, 
decided  that  the  act  of  the  10th  of  December,  1814,  is  still  in 
and  unrepealed ;  but  it  would  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  tliat 
uggestion,  if  made,  that  the  court,  though  it  gave  a  pretty  thor- 
ugh  review  of  the  acts  of  Congress  upon  the  subject,  did  not 
efer  f^  the  act  of  the  Sd  of  March,  1815,  which  is  the  repealing 
.ct,  as  is  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondent. 
Obliged  to  concede  that  the  act  of  the  10th  of  December,  1814, 
repealed  by  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1815,  the  next  prop- 
osition of  the  appellant  is  that  the  latter  act  was  also  repealed 
"by  subsequent  acts  of  Congress.     Support  to  that  proposition  is 
attempted  to  be  drawn  from  the  act  of  the  2d  of  March,  1821, 
and  from  the  act  of  the  2d  of  March,  1833,  the  act  of  the  23d  of 
^ay,  1836,  and  the  act  of  the  5th  of  July,  1838,  but  it  is  so  ob- 
^vious  that  the  proposition  finds  no  such  support  as  is  supposed 
from  anything  contained  in  any  one  of  those  acts  of  Congress, 
or  from  the  whole  combined,  that  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to 
X'eproduce  any  of  their  provisions.     3  Ibid.  615 ;  4  Ibid.  647  ;  5 
Ibid.  32 ;  5  Ibid.  256. 

Attention  is  also  called  to  three  opinions  of  the  Attorneys 
General,  but  the  inquiries  presented  in  those  cases  were  widely 
<3ifierent  from  the  one  before  the  court,  and  it  is  quite  evident 
^liat  the  particular  question  involved  in  this  proposition  was  not 
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examined  at  all  iu  either  of  those  cases.     5^  Opinions,  818 ;  6 
Opinions,  474 ;  6  Ibid.  607. 

Power  was  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  of  War,  by  §  5  of 
the  act  of  the  28th  of  September,  1850,  to  order  the  discharge 
of  any  soldier  of  the  army  of  the  United  States  who,  at  the  time 
of  his  enlistment,  was  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  upon 
evidence  being  produced  to  him  that  such  enlistment  was  without 
the  consent  of  his  parent,  guardian,  or  master ;  but  it  is  too  clear 
for  argument  that,  that:  provision  did   not  have  the  effect  to  ^ 

repeal  or  modify  §  14  of  the  Judiciary  Act.     9  Stat,  at  Large, 
507.  ^ 

Express  authority  is  also  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  of  War  .^. 

by  §  20  of  the  act  of  the  24th  of  February,  1864,  to  "  order  the  ^^^ 

discharge  of  all  persons  in  the  military  service  who  are  under         -^-.^ 
the  age  of  eighteen  years  at  the  time  of  the  application  for        rx-^r 
their  discharge,  when  it  shall  appear,  upon  due  proof,  that  such      ^Mzfh 
persons  are  in  the  service  without  the  consent,  eitlier  express     ^.^s 
or  implied,  of  their  parents  or  guardians,"  provided  the  applicant,    ^^M^ 
his  parent  or  guardian,  shall  first  repay  to  the  government,  and  «£>.(! 
to  the  state  and  local  authorities,  all  bounties  and  advance  pay  "^^uy 
rQceived  by  him  in  consequence  of  his  enlistment.     13  Stat.  at^#;^Eit 
Large,  10. 

"  May  order  the  discharge,"  etc.,  are  the  words  of  that  provi — -vi- 
sion, but  Congres's  subsequently  enacted  that  it  should  be  con^. 
strued  to   mean  that  the  Secretary  of  War  "  shall  discharg^^: 
minors  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years  under  the  circumstances;^ ^E38 
and  on  the  conditions  prescribed  in  §  20  of  the  former  act."    1»   -3 
Ibid.  380. 

Military  officers  are  forbidden,  by  the  same  section  of  the  ac-^rut 
just  named,  to  enlist  or  muster  into  the  service  any  person  unde:  ^^sr 
the  age  of  sixteen  years,  with  or  without  the  consent  of  tlie 
ent  or  guardian  ;  and  the  further  provision  is,  that  such 
if  so  enlisted  or  recruited,  shall  be  immediately  discharged  upoc: 
repayment  of  all  bounties  received,  and  that  such  reciniiting 
mustering  officer  who  shall  knowingly  enlist  any  person  und< 
sixteen  years  of  age,  shall  be  discharged  the  service,  with  foi 
feiturc  of  pay  and  allowances,  and  shall  be  subject  to  such  furtlu 
punishment  as  a  court-martial  may  direct. 


SEPTEMBER  TERM,  1871.  451 

Seavej  H  al,  v.  Seymoar. 

Beyond  all  doubt  the  eflect  of  that  enactment  is  to  make  it  the 
ty  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  under  the  circumstances  and  on 
i  conditions  prescribed,  to  discharge  such  persons  who  are 
der  the  age  of  eighteen  years  at  the  time  of  their  application, 
en  it  shall  appear,  upon  duo  proof,  that  such  persons  are  in 
i  military  service  without  the  consent,  either  express  or  im- 
E^d,  of  their  parents  or  guardians,  as  provided  in  the  former 
:,  and  the  appellant  contends  that  it  vests  in  the  Secretary  of 
\r  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  such  an 
plication,  but  the  court  is  entirely  of  a  different  opinion, 
[mportant  and  inalienable  liberties  and  privileges  were  either 
tnted  or  secured  to  every  order  of  men  in  the  parent  country, 
the  great  charter,  whose  crowning  glories  are  those  essential 
uses  which  protect  the  personal  liberty  and  property  of  all  the 
izens,  by  giving  security  from  arbitrary  imprisonment,  and 
m  forcible  spoliation,  without  due  process  of  law. 
17enturies  afterward,  the  declaratory  statute,  called  the  petition 
right,  was  passed,  by  which  it  was  designed  to  subject  even 
\  sovereign  to  the  power  of  the  law,  and  bring  the  right  of 
-sonal  liberty  within  legal  protection,  and  to  afford  additional 
iirantees  against  arrest  without  due  process,  illegal  restraints, 
1  arbitrary  commitments. 

Special  reference  ought  also  to  be  made  to  another  fundamental 
tute  which,  with  the  two  others  previously  mentioned,  consti- 
e  the  constitutional  safeguards  of  personal  liberty  in  the  parent 
intry. 

Prior  to  that  enactment  the  courts  had  decided  they  could  not 
3n  habeas  corpus  either  bail  or  deliver  a  prisoner,  though  com- 
tted  without  any  cause  assigned,  in  case  he  was  cominitted  by 
i  special  command  of  the  king,  or  by  the  lords  of  the  privy 
mcil.    8  Bl.  Com.  134. 

[ndignant  at  such  a  decision,  the  parliament  enacted  that  any 
rson  committed  even  though  by  the  king  himself,  in  person,  or 
his  privy  council,  should  have  granted  unto  him,  without  any 
lay  upon  any  pretence  whatsoever,  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^ 
on  demand  or  motion  made  to  the  court  of  King's  Bench  or  Com- 
on  Pleas,  and  that  thereupon  the  court,  within  three  court  days 
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after  the  return  is  made,  should  examine  and  determine  the 
legality  of  such  commitment,  and  should  do  what  to  justice  might 
appertain  in  deliyeriug,  bailing,  or  remanding  such  prisoner.  3 
Ibid.  135. 

Throughout  that  period,  however,  notwithstanding  the  errors 
of  judicial  decisions,  and  the  culpable  delays  in  the  administra- 
tion of  justice,  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  the  chief  if  not  the 
only  reliance  of  the  citizen  against  illegal  restraint  and  unlawful 
imprisonment. 

Partial  remedy  for  such  evils  in  judicial  administration  wa 
provided  by  the  statute  just  referred  to,  which  gave  tlie  cour 
jurisdiction,  even  though  the  commitment  was  made  by  the  kin 
or  privy  council,  but  other  abuses  had  also  crept  into  daily  pra 
tice  which  had  in  some  measure  defeated  the  benefit  of  that  gre 
constitutional  remedy. 

Judicial  errors  of  the  kind  mentioned,  when  committed  at 
still  later  period,  had  the  effect  to  arouse  parliament  a  seco 
time  to  a  sense  of  the  incalculable  importance  of  that  essentL 
safeguard  of  civil  liberty,  which  finally  led  to  the  enactment 
the  statute  ever  since  known  as  the  habeas  corpus  act,  and  as 
second  great  charter  of  that  country  for  the  protection  of  the  cL*  i 
zen  from  unlawful  imprisonment,  and  the  aggressions  of  arbitni.x~3 
power. 

Reference  is  here  made  to  judicial  decisions  and  parliamentokx*^ 
acts,  which  preceded  even  the  discovery  of  our  own  country  I 
but  when  our  ancestors  immigrated  here  they  brought  with  thejpcm> 
as  a  part  of  the  common  law,  those  great  and  essential  guaranti^^^ 
and  safeguards  of  civil  liberty  against  unlawful  imprisonment  ai^^ 
arrest,  without  due  process  of  law.    They  claimed  the  full  po^^ 
session  of  the  rights,  liberties,  and  immunities  of  British  siil^ 
jects,  and,  in-  their  early  legislative  assemblies,  insisted  upon   ^ 
declaratory  act,  acknowledging  and  confirming  such  rights,  liber- 
ties, and  immunities.    1  Story  on  Const.  (3d  ed.)  §  165 ;  An- 
cient Char.  43  &  214. 

Guaranties  and  safeguards  equally  effectual  are  also  found  in 
the  Constitution  of  Massachusetts  adopted  in  1870,  before  the 
convention  assembled  which  framed  the  Federal  Constitutioo. 
Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  15-31. 


SEPTEMBER  TERM,  1871.  468 

Seavcy  et  al,  v.  Seymour. 

When  the  Constitution  was  ordained,  it  was  declared  by  the 
ramers  that  one  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  established  was 
o  secure  the  blessings  of  liberty  ;  and  it  also  provides  that  the 
)rivilege  of  habeas  corpus  shall  not  be  suspended  unless  when  in 
lases  of  rebellion  or  invasion  tlie  public  safety  may  require  it ; 
hat  the  trial  of  all  cases  of  impeachment  shall  be  by  jury ;  that 
lo  person  shall  be  held  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous,  crime, 
inless  on  a  presentment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising 
n  the  land  or  naval  forces,  or  in  the  militia  when  in  actual  ser- 
'ice  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger.  Very  strong  doubts  are 
ntertained  whether  Congress  could  constitutionally  pass  a  law 
fiving  the  exclusive  power  to  the  Secretary  of  War  to  hear  and 
letermine  such  cases  as  those  mentioned  in  the  petitions  before 
he  court ;  but  it  is  quite  unnecessary  to  determine  that  question, 
IS  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  provision  which  requires 
ihe  Secretary  of  War  to  discharge  such  persons,  when  application 
s  made  to  him,  is  in  no  respect  repugnant  to  §  14  of  the  Judi- 
ciary Act. 

Decided  cases  are  referred  to  which  give  some  support  to  the 
apposite  theory ;  but  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  give  them 
much  examination,  as  the  question,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
must  turn  upon  the  construction  of  the  two  acts  of  Congress  pre- 
viously mentioned,  when  considered  in  connection  with  the  act 
under  which  the  petitions  in  this  case  were  filed.  Applications 
for  discharge  in  such  cases  may  be  made  by  such  minors  to  the 
Secretary  of  War ;  and  the  provision  is,  that  he  shall  order  a 
discharge  if  it  appears  upon  due  proof  that  the  applicant  is  in 
the  military  service  without  the  consent,  either  express  or  im- 
plied, of  his  parent  or  guardian  ;  but  there  is  not  a  word  in  the 
section  to  show  that  the  parent  or  guardian  may  not  apply  to  the 
associate  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  to  the  circuit  judge,  or 
to  the  district  judge  for  the  district,  for  the  same  relief  wliich  the 
Secretary  of  War  may  grant. 

Repeals  by  implication  are  never  favored.  On  the  contrary, 
the  rule  is  that  there  must  be  a  positive  repugnancy  between  the 
provisions  of  the  new  law  and  the  old  to  work  a  repeal  by  impli- 
cation, and  even  then  the  old  law  is  only  repealed  to  the  extent 
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of  such  repugnancy.    Wood  v.  U.  *S.,  16  Pet.  363 ;  U.  S.  v.  WaOeTj 
22  How.  311 ;  2  Dwarris  on  Stat.  633. 

Suppose  it  was  otherwise,  and  that  the  theory  that  the  author- 
ity given  to  tlie  Secretary  of  War  to  discharge  such  minors  is 
inconsistent  with  §  14  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  still  the  conclusion 
would  not  benefit  the  appellant,  as  the  petitions  in  these  cases 
were  filed  under  the  act  passed  three  years  subsequent  to  the 
act  which  gives  that  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  War ;  and, 
by  the  act  last  mentioned,  power  to  grant  writs  of  habeas  eorpuij 
in  all  cases  where  any  person  may  be  restrained  of  his  or  her 
liberty  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  or  any  treaty  or  law  of  the 
United  States,  is  expressly  given  to  the  several  courts  of  the 


e 


United  States,  and  to  Uie  several  justices  and  judges  of  such  .mMb 
courts,  within  their  respective  jurisdictions,  in  addition  to  the  ^^  ^^ 
authority  conferred  by  the  prior  acts  of  Congress.  14  Stat,  at  .=3^.^^ 
Large,  385. 

Such  an  enactment  evidently  contemplates  a  judicial  remedy 
and  indeed  the  writ  of  habeas  corpiLS  is  everywhere  regarded 
a  judicial  writ,  and  the  only  one  which  is  designed  to  procur^^*— 3^ 
liberation  from  illegal  confinement. 

By  all  the  forms,  the  writ  is  directed  to  the  person  detainin^^  mg 
another,  and  commands  the  person  to  whom  it  is  directed  to  p 
duce  the  body  of  the  prisoner,  or  person  detained,  togetlier 
the  day  and  cause  of  his  capture  and  detention,  to  submit  to  an»^ 
receive  whatsoever  the  court  or  judge  awarding  the  writ  m 
determine  in  that  behalf. 

Grant  that,  and  it  is  still  insisted  by  the  appellant  tliat  U 
decree  of  the  District  Court  discharging  the  petitioners  is  erron 
ous,  because  the  return  shows  that  the  petitioners  are  awaitin  g 
trial  as  deserters  ;  but  the  decisive  answer  to  that  objection  i 
that  no  such  defence  was  set  up  in  the  District  Court,  nor  wi 
any  evidence  introduced  in  that  court  to  support  the  aliegati 
of  tlie  return. 

Where  the  petition  is  filed  and  the  case  heard  in  the  Distri 
Court,  the  case  can  only  be  removed  into  the  Circuit  Court 
appeal,  and  in  that  state  of  the  case  the  jurisdiction  of  the  C 
cuit  Court  is  wholly  appellate. 
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Power  to  re-examine  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  is  all  the 
)wer  in  such  a  case  which  is  possessed  by  the  Circuit  Court ; 
id  such  re-examination  must  be  made  upon  the  same  evidence 

that  introduced  in  the  District  Court,  except  in  case  where 
tmpetent  evidence  was  offered  and  excluded  which  should  have 
ien  admitted.  Errors  of  the  District  Court  may  be  corrected ; 
it  it  was  not  the  intention  of  Congress,  in  providing  for  an 
>pea1,  to  give  the  party  a  new  trial,  unless  the  same  should  be 
'dered  by  the  appellate  court  for  some  error  committed  by  the 
istrict  Court. 

Two  irregularities  are  noticed  in  the  proceedings  whteh  were 
>t  the  subject  of  remark  by  either  party  at  the  hearing.  Sub- 
iquently  they  were  discovered  by  the  court,  and  the  atten- 
on  of  counsel  was  invited  to  the  subject,  with  leave  to  each 
irty  to  file  an  additional  brief.  Since  that  time,  briefs  on  the 
ae  side  and  on  the  other  have  been  received,  and  the  subject 
ttontively  considered. 

One  of  the  errors  is  in  respect  to  the  return,  which  is  not 
igned  by  the  person  to  whom  the  writ  is  directed,  nor  docs  it 
3ntain  any  explanation  in  that  behalf.  Probably  the  returning 
fficer  is  the  commanding  officer  of  the  military  post,  and  the 
roper  one  to  make  the  return,  but  the  necessity  for  any  further 
iquiry  into  the  matter  is  obviated  by  the  waiver  of  the  objection 
y  the  petitioners. 

Petitioners  in  such  a  case  may  deny  any  of  the  material  facts 
et  forth  in  the  return,  or  they  may  allege  any  fact  to  sliow  that 
lie  detention  is  in  contravention  of  the  Constitution  or  the  laws 
f  the  United  States.  Instead  of  waiting  till  the  retuni  was 
aade,  and  then  making  their  answer  to  it,  they  set  forth  their 
espouse  to  it  in  their  petition,  but  inasmuch  as  the  allegations 
f  the  petitions  are  full  and  explicit  to  the  point,  and  are  also 
mder  oath,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  objection  ought 
lot  to  prevail  in  the  appellate  court,  especially  as  it  was  not 
oade  in  the  District  .Court,  nor  in  the  Circuit  Court,  until  the  at- 
ention  of  counsel,  subsequent  to  the  hearing,  was  called  to  it  by 
he  appellate  court. 

Tlie  decrees  of  the  District  Court  are  respectively  affirmed. 
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Wentworth  Killam,  Libellant,  v.  The  Schooner  Eri,  Obed  B,,^ 

BoYCE  et  aU,j  Claimants  and  Appellants. 

Maritime  liens  are  fonnded  in  commercial  usage,  and  the  proper  remedy  to  enforce  th  . 

same,  whether  arising  from  a  marine  tort  or  contract,  is  by  a  suit  in  rem  commenc 
where  the  re$  is  found. 

Jurisdiction  in  rem  is  exclusive  in  the  District  Courts,  but  the  suit  may  be  instituted  in 
District  where  the  ret  is  found,  irrespective  of  where  the  injury  for  which  satisfaction 
sought  occurred. 

A  general  allegation  of  negligence  in  a  collision  case  is,  on  the  part  of  the  Iibellant*s  vc 
not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  valid  defence  even  in  pleading.    Specification  as  to  wl 
was  d(^e  or  omitted  and  caused  the  accident  must  be  made. 

A  vessel  in  the  evening  was  lying-to  on  the  starboard  tack,  with  her  helm  hard  a-port,  w 
a  competent  lookout  properly  stationed,  and  with  f>ignaMights  fully  diftplayed  as 
quired  by  law.    Another  vessel  was  discovered  directly  ahead.    The  order  was  gi  ^ 
not  to  change  the  helm,  and  a  collision  took  place.    Held,  that  no  negligence  coald. 
charged  to  those  on  board  the  vessel  first  named  for  not  keeping  her  to  her  course. 

Inevitable  accident  in  cases  of  collision  is  where  a  disaster  takes  place,  occasioned 
sively  by  natural  causes,  without  any  fault  on  the  port  of  the  owners  or  Uiose  int 
with  the  management  of  either  vessel. 

Two  vessels  were  lying-to  just  prior  to  a  collision,  which  took  place  in  the  night, — 
with  competent  lookout  properly  stationed,  the  required  signal-lights,  on  the  starboard 
tack,  with  helm  hard  a-port ;  the  other  had  her  red  light  burning  brightly.  Just  before  Che 
collision  the  green  light  was  buming,  but  not  as  brightly  as  it  should  have  done.    In  the 
attempt  by  an  officer  to  turn  it  up  it  went  out    It  was  handed  to  a  seaman,  and  was  qd/j 
seen  on  the  starboard  side  by  the  master  when  the  two  vessels  were  close  together.     No 
person  was  specifically  appointed  or  stationed  as  a  lookout.    All  tlie  crew  were  abaft  of 
the  mainmast  just  before  the  collision.    A  collision  ensued.    Beld^  not  an  inevitable  ac- 
cident, but  that  the  vessel  last  referred  to  was  in  fault. 

The  rules  of  navigation  require  seasonable  precautions  to  avoid  danger  in  collision  cases. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  vessel  in  fault  in  this  case  was  clearly  liable  was  the  abseoee 
of  an  appointed  and  properly  stationed  lookout 

Admiralty  appeal.  Libel  in  rem  in  a  cause  of  collision.  D^ 
cree  in  the  District  Court  for  libellants.  Decree  affirmed.  Com- 
pensation was  claimed  by  the  libellant  as  master,  in  behalf  of 
the  owner  of  the  brig  Gilliat,  on  account  of  injuries  received  by 
the  brig  in  a  collision  which  occurred  on  September  9,  1869, 
between  the  brig  and  the  schooner  Eri,  whereby  the  former  was 
disabled  and  greatly  damaged. 

Heavily  laden  with  iron,  the  brig  was  boynd  on  a  voyage  from 
Ardrossan  in  Scotland  to  Portland  in  this  district.  The  schooner 
was  employed  in  the  coasting-trade,  and  was  also  bound  to  Port- 
land to  deliver  a  cargo  of  staves  which  she  had  shipped  at  ^'0^ 
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bik  in  the  State  of  Virginia.  Both  vessels  had  proceeded  in 
afety  until  they  arrived  off  the  coast  of  Maine,  a  day  or  two 
revious  to  the  disaster.  They  both  encountered  a  severe  gale 
lie  day  prior  to  the  collision^  which  prevented  the  schooner  from 
Dining  into  the  harbor,  and  caused  considerable  damage  to  the 
ills  of  the  brig  as  she  approached  the  coast,  making  it  neces- 
iry,  in  the  judgment  of  the  master,  to  reef  the  main- trysail  to 
eep  the  vessel  to  the  wind.  He  lost  during  the  gale  the  main- 
>pBail,  and  the  upper  and  lower  fore-topsails,  but  having  reefed 
ad  set  the  trysail,  and  tried  the  pumps,  he  sent  one  watch  be- 
>w  at  a  quarter  before  .one  o'clock,  and  went  below  himself  for 
brief  period.  On  his  return  to  the  deck  he  heard  some  one 
>rward  ^^  singing  out."  His  account  of  the  matter  was  that  at 
Tst  he  did  not  understand  what  it  was,  but  that  he  immedi- 
tely  went  on  to  the  top-gallant  forecastle,  and  while  there  dis- 
overed  that  it  was  a  vessel  directly  ahead  of  the  brig.  Inquiry 
ras  at  once  made  by  him  of  the  man  at  the  wheel  how  the  helm 
ras,  and  the  witness  testifies  that  he  received  for  reply  that  it 
ras  hard  a-port,  and  that  he  gave  directions  that  it  should  not 
>e  changed  without  his  orders. 

Although  the  schooner  was  exposed  to  the  same  gale  of  wind, 
die  rode  it  out  without  much  if  any  injury.  Some  of  her  deck 
oad  was  washed  overboa;i*d,  and  three  or  four  thousand  staves 
rere  lost  between  eight  and  ten  o'clock.  Before  ten  o'clock  the 
rioleuce  of  the  gale  abated,  but  there  was  still  a  strong  wind,  and 
;he  schooner  remained  "  hove  to  "  under  double-reefed  mainsail, 
'he  master  not  feeling  safe  to  make  sail  on  the  vessel  on  account 
)f  the  sea  and  the  wind.  Attempt  was  made  near  midnight  to 
irork  the  pumps,  but  the  position  of  the  deck  load  had  been  so 
changed  by  the  sea  during  the  gale  that  the  men  could  not  use 
ihe  brakes.  During  that  period  the  master  was  at  the  wheel, 
mi  the  male  with  all  hands  was  forward,  engaged  in  the  attempt 
^  work  the  pumps.  Subsequently  the  mate  came  aft  and  took 
iihe  wheel,  and  the  master  went  forward  as  far  as  the  middle  of 
tlie  deck,  when  on  looking  ahead  he  saw  a  light.  Unable  at 
Brst  to  determine  what  kind  of  light  it  was,  he  called  the  pilot, 
and  directed  his  attention  to  it,  who  at  once  said  it  was  a  red 
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light,  when  he,  the  master,  gave  the  order  to  port  the  helm  and 
to  loose  and  hoist  the  jib  as  quick  as  possible.  He  also  directed 
the  watch  to  let  go  the  main-sheet  and  to  drop  the  peak,  and  it 
appeared  that  these  several  orders  were  promptly  obeyed,  but  it 
was  too  late,  and  the  two  vessels  came  together,  and  the  brig  re- 
ceived the  injuries  described  in  the  libel. 

A.  A.  Strout^  proctor  for  libellants. 

T.  B.  Reedj  proctor  for  appellants. 

Clifford,  J.   Maritime  liens  are  founded  in  commercial  usage, 
and  it  is  well-settled  law,  in  the  jurisprudence  of  the  United        ^ 
States,  that  the  proper  remedy  of  a  party  to  enforce  the  same,      ^^  ^^ 
whether  the  lien  arises  in  consequence  of  a  marine  tort  or  from 
the  breach  of  a  maritime  contract,  is  by  a  suit  in  rem  commenced 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  where  the  re$  or  the  ^s^  e 
offending  thing  is  found.     The  Beffastj  7  Wall.  642. 
tion,  where  the  proceeding  is  in  rem  to  enforce  a  maritime  lien^. 
is  exclusive  in  the  District  Courts,  but  the  suit  may  be  instituted^»-d 
in  any  district  where  the  7'e8  or  the  offending  thing  is  found 
whether  the  injury  for  which  satisfaction  or  compensation 
sought  occurred  in  that  district  or  elsewhere  within  the  Unite^^-  ^d 
States,  or  upon  the  high  seas.     Process  in  rem  is  founded  on  ^     a 
supposed  right  in  the  thing,  and  the  object  of  the  process  is 
obtain  the  thing  itself,  or  a  satisfaction  out  of  it,  for  some  clai] 


resting  on  an  alleged  proprietary  right  in  the  thing  which  th^KiDe 
process  commands  shall  be  arrested,  and  held  subject  to  the  fini 
order  of  the  court.     The  Commerce^  1  Black,  580. 

[At  this  point  the  court  reviewed  the  facts  found  in  the  foi 
going  statement.] 

Unquestionably  the  orders  given  by  the  master  of  the  schoom 
were  the  proper  ones,  if  they  had  been  seasonably  given,  to  ha' 
avoided  a  collision,  and  inasmuch  as  they  were  promptly  obeyc 
the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  they  were  too  late  to  effect  t-  he 
desired  object.  Two  defences  are  set  up  by  the  appellants,  whi  oh 
are  not  in  all  respects  consistent,  either  in  theory  or  in  fact :  1* 

That  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  offic€==^r8 

and  crew  of  the  brig  in  not  keeping  her  on  her  course  just  befc )re 

and  at  the  time  when  the  collision  occurred.    2.  That  it  was  ^E=^d 
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*esult  of  inevitable  accident,  and  consequently  that  the  owners 
>f  the  schooner  are  not  liable  for  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
»rig.  Testimony  was  taken  on  both  sides,  and  the  parties  were 
leard  and  the  District  Court  entered  a  decree  for  the  libellant  in 
he  sum  of  $2,854.80,  whereupon  the  respondents  appealed  to 
his  court. 

Since  the  appeal  the  parties  have  been  heard  in  this  court 
tpon  the  same  testimony  as  that  exhibited  in  the  court  below. 
duch  comment  upon  the  first  defence  set  up  by  the  respondents 
3  unnecessary,  as  it  finds  no  substantial  support  in  the  evidence. 
L  mere  general  allegation  of  negligence,  without  specifying  in  what 
he  negligence  consisted,  is  hardly  sufficient  to  constitute  a  valid 
Lefence,  even  in  pleading,  and  the  answer  in  this  case  is  not 
Quch  better,  as  it  only  alleges  that  the  officers  and  crew  of  the 
*Tig  were  negligent  in  not  keeping  the  vessel  on  her  course, 
irithout  any  specification  as  to  what  was  done  or  omitted  to  be 
Lone  which  caused  or  promoted  the  disaster.  Suppose,  however, 
hat  the  answer  is  sufficiently  explicit,  still  it  is  quite  clear  that 
he  charge  is  wholly  unsustained  by  the  testimony,  as  the  brig 
ras  lying-to  on  the  starboard  tack,  having  a  competent  lookout 
properly  stationed  on  the  vessel,  with  her  signal-lights  fully  dis- 
mayed, as  required  by  law.  Further  argument  upon  that  topic 
8  unnecessary,  as  the  defence  finds  no  substantial  support  in  the 
.estimony,  as  is  pretty  much  conceded  by  the  respondents.  In- 
mtable  accident  was  the  principal  defence  to  the  libel  in  the 
District  Court,  and  it  is  the  defence  chiefly  relied  on  in  this 
2ourt.  Cases  of  collision  arise  where  the  disaster  was  occasioned 
exclusively  by  natural  causes,  without  any  fault  either  on  the  part 
>f  the  owners  of  the  respective  vessels  or  of  those  intrusteji  with 
Jieir  care  and  management,  and  where  the  facts  are  so  the  rule 
:>f  law  is  that  the  loss  must  rest  where  it  fell,  on  the  principle 
that  no  one  is  responsible  for  such  an  accident.  The  PennsyU 
mnia^  24  How.  307  ;  John  Frazer^  21  How.  194  ;  The  Morning 
Tight^  2  Wall.  650  ;  The  Shannon,  1  W.  Rob.  463. 

Where  either  party  is  guilty  of  negligence  or  fault,  such  a  rule 
cannot  be  applied,  as  the  libellant  is  entitled  to  recover  if  the  re- 
spondent alone  was  in  fault ;  and  if  the  libellant  alone  was  in 
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light,  when  he,  the  master,  gave  the  order  to  port  the  helm  »o< 
to  loose  and  hoist  the  jib  as  quick  as  poseihle.  He  also  directe 
the  watch  to  let  go  the  main-sheet  and  to  drop  the  peak,  end  i 
appeared  tliat  these  seyeral  orders  were  promptly  obeyed,  hut  i 
was  too  late,  and  the  two  vessels  came  tc^ether,  and  the  brig  n 
ceived  the  injurieB  described  in  the  libel. 

A.  A.  Strovi,  proctor  for  libellants. 

T.  B.  Reed,  proctor  for  appellants. 

CuFFOBD,  J.   Maritime  liena  are  fouuded  in  commercial  oaagf 
and  it  is  well-settled  law,  in  the  jurisprudence  of  the  Unitei 
States,  that  the  proper  remedy  of  a  party  to  enforce  the  samt 
whether  the  lien  arises  in  consequence  of  a  marine  tort  or  trot 
the  breach  of  a  maritime  contract,  is  by  a  suit  m  rem  commence 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  where  the  rea  or  th 
offending  thing  is  found.     The  Be/fatt,  7  Wall.  642.     Jorifldii 
tion,  where  the  proceeding  is  in  rem  to  enforce  a  maritime  Ubi 
is  exclusive  in  the  District  Courts,  but  the  suit  may  be  institiite 
in  any  district  where  the  reg  or  the  ofiending  thing  is  foonf 
whether  the  injury  for  which  satisfaction  or  compensation 
sought  occurred  in  that  district  or  elsewhere  within  the  Uniti 
States,  or  upon  the  high  seas.    Process  in  rem  is  founded  or 
supposed  right  in  the  thing,  and  the  object  of  the  process  is 
obtain  the  thing  itself,  or  a  satisfaction  out  of  it,  for  some  olr 
resting  on  an  alleged  proprietary  right  in  tlie  thing  which 
process  commands  shall  be  arrested,  and  held  subject  to  the ' 
order  of  the  court.     The  Commerce,  1  Black,  580. 

[At  this  point  the  court  reviewed  the  facts  found  in  ths 
going  statement.] 

Unquestionably  the  orders  given  by  the  master  of  the  wA 
were  the  proper  ones,  if  tlioy  had  been  seasonably  given, ) 
avoided  a  collision,  and  iiiiismitch  as  they  were  promptl^^ 
the  conclusion  is  irresistiblf  that  they  were  too  late  tof 
desired  object.   Two  defences  are  set  up  by  the  appellai 
are  not  in  all  respects  consistent,  ettlicr  in  theory  or  il 
That  the  collision  was  occEisioned  by  the  ow 
and  crew  of  the  brig  in  not  keeping  ti 
and  at  the  time  when  the  collision  9 
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fault,  the  libel  must  be  dismissed  ;  and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the 
damages  must  be  apportioned  between  the  offending  vessels  in  all 
cases  where  both  vessels  were  in  fault.  Sufficient  has  already 
been  remarked  to  show  that  the  brig  was  not  in  fault,  so  that  the 
only  remaining  inquiry  is  whether  fault  is  justly  imputable  to  the 
schooner.  Fault  is  imputed  to  her  in  the  libel,  and  if  that  allega- 
tion is  sustained  the  decree  should  be  affirmed,  and,  if  not,  it 
must  be  reversed,  as  where  neither  party  is  in  fault  the  loss  must 
rest  where  it  fell.  Both  vessels  were  lying-to  just  prior  to  the 
collision.  Doubts  were  entertained  at  the  argument  whether  the 
fact  was  so  in  respect  to  the  brig,  but  a  careful  revision  of  the 
testimony  on  that  point  shows  that  the  allegation  of  the  libel  as 
amended,  states  the  case  correctly.  Two  faults  are  imputed  to 
the  schooner,  and,  if  either  of  the  allegations  is  sustained,  the 
libellants  must  prevail.  They  are  as  follows :  1.  That  the  schooner 
had  no  lookout  properly  stationed  on  the  vessel.  2.  That  she 
had  no  signal-lights,  or  that  they  were  not  properly  displayed 
just  before  nor  at  the  time  when  the  two  vessels  came  together. 
All  of  the  schooner's  company  were  on  deck  at  the  time  of 
the  collision,  but  no  one  of  them  had  been  assigned  to  duty  as 
lookout  during  any  part  of  the  night,  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
any  one  of  the  number  was  attending  to  that  duty  just  before  the 
lights  of  the  brig  were  discovered.  On  the  contrary,  they  were 
all  abaft  the  mainmast  when  the  master,  having  discovered  a 
light  ahead,  called  the  pilot  and  inquired  of  him  what  it  was,  and 
the  case  shows  that  the  pilot  immediately  said  it  was  the  red  light 
of  a  vessel. 

Prior  to  the  time  when  the  pilot  came  on  deck  at  the  call  of 
the  master,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  lights  of  the  brig  had 
been  discerned  by  any  person  on  board  the  schooner,  except 
by  the  master,  although  the  vessels  were  in  very  close  prox- 
imity, and  the  danger  of  collision  was  imminent,  as  is  apparent 
from  the  testimony  of  the  master,  who  first  discovered  the  light 
By  his  own  testimony,  it  appears  that  he  gave  immediate  orders 
to  the  man  at  the  wheel  to  port  the  helm,  and  directed  the 
men  to  hurry  forward  and  hoist  the  jib  as  quick  as  poi^ble,  tell- 
ing them  to  cut  the  gaskets  if  they  found  it  difficult  to  un&sten 
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)in,  showing  that  the  danger,  in  his  view,  was  a  pressing  one, 
1  that  it  called  for  the  utmost  promptitude.  Before  he  gave 
kt  order  he  says  he  noticed  that  the  red  light  of  the  schooner 
s  burning  brightly  in  the  screen  where  it  belonged,  and  that 
also  looked  &t  the  green  light  as  he  went  forward,  and  that 
alfio  was  burning,  but  not  so  brightly  as  it  ought  to  have 
in ;  that  be  tried  to  '^  turn  it  up,"  and  that  it  went  out  en- 
Ay ;  that-  he  then  took  it  down  and  handed  it  to  the  first 
n  he  met,  and  he  admits  that  he  docs  not  know  that  it  was 
lin  put  in  the  rigging.  He  subsequently  saw  that  light  in  the 
ids  of  one  of  the  crew  on  the  starboard  side  of  the  vessel,  but 
states  in  the  same  connection  that  the  jib-boom  of  the  brig  was 
that  time  nearly  oyer  the  schooner.  Evidently  the  time  for 
K^autions  was  past,  as  the  collision  was  inevitable.  Lookouts 
i  lights  were  wanted  earlier,  and  any  attempt  to  supply  their 
iciency  at  that  moment  cannot  operate  as  a  valid  excuse  for 
)  neglect  to  supply  them  in  season,  as  required  by  the  rules  of 
rigation.  Extended  argument  to  show  that  the  rules  of  navi- 
bion  require  that  a  vessel  should  have  a  lookout  properly  sta- 
ned  on  the  vessel  is  unnecessary,  as  the  views  of  this  court 
ve  been  too  fully  and  too  oflen  expressed  upon  the  subject  to 
juire  their  repetition  to  enforce  the  proposition.  Sailing-ships 
well  as  steamers  navigating  in  the  thoroughfares  of  commerce 
list  have  a  constant  and  vigilant  lookout  stationed  in  a  proper 
eu^e  on  the  vessel,  and  charged  with  the  duty  for  which  a  look- 
it  is  required,  and  he  must  be  actually  employed  in  the  duty  to 
lich  he  was  assigned.  Lookouts  stationed  in  positions  where 
e  view  is  obstructed  either  by  the  lights,  rigging,  or  spars  of 
e  vessel,  do  not  constitute  a  compliance  with  the  rules  of  navi- 
ition,  as  seamen  when  they  are  so  situated  are  as  incompetent 
perform  that  duty  as  if  they  were  physically  incapable  of  seeing 
I  approaching  vessel.  Chamberlain  et  ah  v.  Ward  et  al.,  21 
bw.  570.  Perhaps  one  lookout  is  sufficient  for  small  vessels, 
it  they  should  never  be  without  some  one  to  perform  that  im- 
>rtant  duty.  The  Keystone  State,  22  How.  471 ;  Whitridge  v. 
Hlly  23  How.  448  ;  The  Morning  Light,  2  Wall.  550  ;  The  John 
\darM,  1  Clifif.  410. 
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Strong  doubts  are  also  entertained  whether  the  schooner  can 
be  held  to  be  excused  for  the  condition  in  which  her  lights  were 
at  the  time  of  the  accident,  but  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to 
enter  very  fully  into  the  consideration  of  that  subject,  as  it  is 
clear  that  she  was  in  fault  in  not  having  a  competent  lookout 
properly  stationed  on  tlie  vessel.  Her  lights  certainly  did  not 
comply  with  the  fifth  article  of  the  sailing  rules,  and  the  evidence 
does  not  bring  the  case  satisfactorily  witliin  the  •  exceptional 
regulations  established  by  the  sixth  article,  13  Stat,  at  Large,  59. 

Decree  affirmed  with  costs. 


Samuel  Dutton,  Libellant   and  Appellant,  v.  Steam-Tug  Ex- 
press, Holt  et  als.y  Claimants,  Appellants. 

Masters  of  vessels  being  selected  by  the  owners,  the  latter  are  responsible  for  the  qualifica- 
tions of  Ihe  former.  Masters  are  required  to  possess  and  exercise  reasonable  skill  and 
judgment  in  Ihe  dt!»chnrge  of  dnty. 

Where  a  tow  is  Insliod  to  the  side  of  a  steam-tug,  and  depends  wholly  upon  it  for  motJT* 
power  and  steerage,  the  responsibility  for  the  navigation  of  both  is  wholly  on  the  tug. 

Where  a  vessel  is  drawn  by  a  hawser  extending  from  her  forward  part  to  the  stem  of  the 
tug,  both  vessels  have  duties  to  perfonn,  and  it  may  Clien  happen  that  either  or  both  of" 
the  vessels  may  be  in  fault  in  case  of  accident. 

Where  tow-lines  are  used  the  master  of  the  tow  is  bound  to  obey  all  proper  orders  of 
master  of  the  steamer. 

If  the  master  of  tlie  tow  refuses  or  neglects  such  reasonable  obedience,  or  fails  in  reasonft- 
ble  skill,  or  attention  to  his  duty,  the  owners  of  the  tug  are  not  to  be  held  responsible  foi^r 
the  consequences. 

In  this  ca.se  the  owners  of  the  tug  were  held  responsible  for  an  accident  to  the  tow,  because 
the  master  did  not  pursue  the  channel  in  a  river  which  he  was  requested  and  hA<l 
tacitly  consented  to  take,  and  because  he  had  given,  on  entering  the  chamiel,  coafoted 
and  contradictory  orders,  which,  it  was  held,  led  to  the  accident. 

Admiralty  appeal  in  a  cause  of  damage  caused  by  the  fault  of 
the  Express,  by  which  the  schooner  of  the  libellants  was  mn 
aground  and  injured.  The  place  of  injury  was  Union  River,  near 
Ellsworth,  Maine.  Damages  were  claimed  by  the  libellaut,  as 
the  owner  of  the  schooner  A.  Hooper,  against  the  steam-tog 
Express,  for  the  breach  of  an  alleged  contract,  made  by  the  mas- 
ter of  the  steam -tug,  to  tow  the  schooner  from  the  wharf  where 
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the  schooner  was  lying,  at  Ellsworth  in  this  district,  down  the 
Union  River  on  her  yojage  to  Boston,  to  the  usual  place  of 
casting  off  vessels  in  tow,  at  the  mouth  of  the  river.  Pursuant 
to  that  contract,  as. the  libellant  alleged,  the  steam-tug,  on  the 
19th  of  July,  1869,  made  fast  to,  and  took  control  of,  the 
schooner ;  and  the  charge  in  the  libel  was  that  the  master  and 
crew  of  the  steam-tug,  in  towing  the  schooner  down  the  river  on 
her  voyage,  were  guilty  of  negligence  and  carelessness,  and  such 
want  of  skill  and  judgment  that  the  steam-tug  ran  the  schooner 
aground  and  injured  her  to  the  amount  of  $600.  Four  defences 
were  set  up  in  the  answer,  which  in  substance  and  effect  were  as 
follows :  — 

1.  That  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  did  not  make  any  such 
contract  as  that  set  forth  in  the  libel ;  that  he  did  not  make  any 
contract  upon  the  subject,  except  what  was  implied  from  the  fact 
that  he  made  fast  to  the  schooner,  for  the  purpose  of  towing  her 
down  the  river,  in  pursuance  of  his  ordinary  business  of  towing 
vessels ;  that  he  did  not  contract  to  tow  the  schooner  by  the  cast- 
em  channel,  as  alleged  in  the  libel,  but  that  he  was  at  liberty  to 
tow  her  down  the  river  by  any  channel  which  he  as  master  of  the 
8team-tug  judged  safe  and  convenient. 

2.  That  the  schooner  grounded  at  the  entrance  to  the  western 
channel,  and  that  she  I'eceived  the  injuries  described  in  the  libel 
through  the  carelessness  and  negligence  of  her  master  and  crew, 
and  by  the  failure  on  their  parts  to  comply  promptly  with  the 
orders  and  directions  of  the  master  of  the  steam-tug. 

8.  That  the  injury  to  the  schooner  was  not  occasioned  by  her 
grounding,  but  by  the  vessel  keeling  over  toward  the  channel,  as 
the  tide  receded,  on  a  rock ;  that  the  injury  might  have  been 
prevented  if  the  master  had  removed,  or  even  shifted,  his  deck 
load,  or  if  he  had  taken  any  proper  precaution  in  the  emergency. 

4.  That  the  master  of  the  schooner  at  the  time  the  master  of 
the  steam-tug  undertook  to  tow  the  schooner  down  the  river  mis- 
led the  master  of  the  steam-tug  as  to  the  draught  of  the  schooner 
when  loaded  ;  that  she  drew  more  water  than  he  represented  at 
that  time ;  and  that  she  would  not  have  grounded  if  his  repre- 
sentations had  been  true. 
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he  schooner  was  lying,  at  Ellsworth  in  this  district,  down  the 
Tnion  River  on  her  voyage  to  Boston,  to  the  usual  place  of 
casting  off  vessels  in  tow,  at  the  mouth  of  the  river.  Pursuant 
o  that  contract,  as. the  libellant  alleged,  the  steam-tug,  on  the 
L9th  of  July,  1869,  made  fast  to,  and  took  control  of,  the 
(chooner ;  and  the  charge  in  the  libel  was  that  the  master  and 
arew  of  the  steam- tug,  in  towing  the  schooner  down  the  river  on 
ler  voyage,  were  guilty  of  negligence  and  carelessness,  and  such 
ivant  of  skill  and  judgment  that  the  steam-tug  ran  the  schooner 
iground  and  injured  her  to  the  amount  of  $600.  Four  defences 
were  set  up  in  the  answer,  which  in  substance  and  effect  were  as 
follows :  — 

1.  That  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  did  not  make  any  such 
contract  as  that  set  forth  in  the  libel ;  that  he  did  not  make  any 
x>ntract  upon  the  subject,  except  what  was  implied  from  the  fact 
that  he  made  fast  to  the  scliooner,  for  the  purpose  of  towing  her 
Sown  the  river,  in  pursuance  of  his  ordinary  business  of  towing 
vessels ;  that  he  did  not  contract  to  tow  the  schooner  by  the  east- 
sm  channel,  as  alleged  in  the  libel,  but  that  he  was  at  liberty  to 
tow  her  down  the  river  by  any  channel  which  he  as  master  of  the 
steam-tug  judged  safe  and  convenient. 

2.  That  the  schooner  grounded  at  the  entrance  to  the  western 
channel,  and  that  she  I'eceived  the  injuries  described  in  the  libel 
through  the  carelessness  and  negligence  of  her  master  and  crew, 
and  by  the  failure  on  their  parts  to  comply  promptly  with  the 
orders  and  directions  of  the  master  of  the  steam-tug. 

8.  That  the  injury  to  the  schooner  was  not  occasioned  by  her 
grounding,  but  by  the  vessel  keeling  over  toward  the  channel,  as 
the  tide  receded,  on  a  rock ;  that  the  injury  might  have  been 
prevented  if  the  master  had  removed,  or  even  shifted,  his  deck 
load,  or  if  he  had  taken  any  proper  precaution  in  the  emergency. 

4.  That  the  master  of  the  schooner  at  the  time  the  master  of 
the  steam-tug  undertook  to  tow  the  schooner  down  the  river  mis- 
led the  master  of  the  steam-tug  as  to  the  draught  of  the  schooner 
when  loaded  ;  that  she  drew  more  water  than  he  represented  at 
fhat  time ;  and  that  she  would  not  have  grounded  if  his  repre- 
aentations  had  been  true. 
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Testimony  was  taken  on  both  sides,  and  the  District  Court  over- 
ruled  the  several  defences  set  up  in  the  answer,  and  entered  a 
decree  for  the  libellant  in  the  sum  of  $  850  damages  and  costs  of 
suit,  whereupon  the  claimants  of  the  steamrtug  appealed  to  this 
court.  All  of  the  evidence  in  the  District  Court  was  sent  up  in 
the  transcript  of  the  record,  and  the  parties  have  entered  into 
written  stipulation  that  it  is  correctly  reported.  Since  the  ap- 
peal additional  testimony  was  taken,  and  the  parties  were  fully 
heard  upon  all  the  questions  involved  in  the  pleadings.  Tb 
questions  were  almost  entirely  of  fact. 

A.  A.  Strout  and  Cr.  P.  Button^  for  libellant. 

Geo,  F.  Talbot  and  JTafe,  and  Emery ^  for  claimants. 

Cliffobd,  J.    Masters  of  vessels  are  selected  and  appointe 
by  the  owners,  and  the  owners  are  responsible  that  the  masta' 
is  qualified  for  the  situation.    Vested  as  the  owners  are  with  th 
power  of  appointment,  they  are  under  obligations  to  employ  pe; 
sons  possessing  reasonable  skill  and  judgment  in  the  perfo: 

ance  of  their  duties,  but  they  do  not  contract  that  they  she [J 

possess  such  qualities  in  an  extraordinary  degree,  nor  are  thr  ■■j 
insurers  that  the  masters,  in  any  given  emergency,  shall  do  whs^nt 
after  the  event  others  may  think  would  have  been  best,  if  it 
appear  that  they  exercised  reasonable  skill  and  judgment  in  vi^^  w 
of  the  impending  peril.  The  Niagara^  21  How.  22 ;  The  Star  of 
Hope,  9  Wall.  230. 

Compensation  for  the  damage  occasioned  to  the  schodner  Tbj 
her  grounding  at  the  entrance  of  the  western  channel  of  fc^lio 
river  is  claimed  by  the  libellant  upon  the  ground  that  the  mas4:€r 
of  the  steam-tug  contracted  to  tow  the  schooner  down  the  riv^r 
by  the  eastern  channel,  and  that  he  committed  a  breach  of  tJ^e 
contract  in  attempting  to  enter  the  western  channel,  and  tliat  bo 
was  guilty  of  negligence  and  carelessness  in  the  performance  ot 
his  duties  as  master  of  the  steam-tug.     Suppose  the  disaster  was 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  carelessness  of  the  master  of  the 
steam-tug,  or  by  his  want  of  due  skill  and  judgment  in  the  pe^ 
formance  of  his  duties,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  owners  of  the 
steam-tug  would  be  responsible  to  the  libellant  for  the  injuries 
received  by  the  schooner,  even  if  no  such  contract  was  made  as 
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that  alleged  in  the  libel,  but  the  inquiry  whether  or  not  such 
a  contract  was  made  becomes  a  matter  of  much  importance  in 
determining  the  question  whether  there  was  any  such  negli- 
gence and  carelessness  or  want  of  due  skill  and  judgment  as  is 
supposed  in  the  charge  made  bj  the  libellant.  He  alleges  in 
the  libel  that  the  master  of  the  schooner  directed  the  master 
of  the  steam-tug  to  take  the  eastern  channel  of  the  riyer,  and  not 
t;he  western,  in  towing  the  schooner  down  the  river,  and  that 
±he  master  of  the  steam-tug  signified  his  assent  to  that  direo- 
liion.  Direct  testimony  to  that  effect  is  given  by  the  master 
of  the  schooner,  and  the  record  shows  that  he  is  confirmed  by 
other  witnesses. 

On  the  day  alleged  in  the  libel,  the  schooner,  before  she  was 
taken  in  tow  by  the  steam-tug,  was  lying  at  Hall's  lower  wharf, 
loaded  with  two  thousand  two  hundred  cedar  sleepers  for  railroads, 
«uid  with  eight  thousand  feet  of  spruce  planks,  —  eight  or  nine 
liuiidred  of  the  sleepers  being  stowed  on  the  deck  of  the  vessel. 
Sor  deck  load  was  seven  and  a  half  feet  high,  or  five  feet  above 
the  rail.     Inquiry  was  made  of  the  master  of  the  schooner,  by  the 
master  of  the  steam-tug,  early  in  the  morning,  before  high  tide, 
whether  the  schooner  would  be  ready  to  go  down  the  river  during 
that  tide,  and  the  testimony  shows  that  the  master  of  the  schooner 
answered  the  inquiry  in'the  affirmative,  and  that  the  master  of  the 
steam-tug  stated  in  reply,  that  he  had  an  engagement  to  tow  two 
Teasels  down  the  river  to  Tinker's  wharf,  and  that  he  would  re- 
turn when  that  service  was  performed,  and  take  the  schooner  in 
charge.    About  eight  o'clock,  just  before  high  tide,  the  steam- 
tug  returned  from  the  performance  of  that  service,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  she  came  up  the  eastern  channel,  passed  the  steam- 
boat wharf,  and  came  alongside  the  schooner,  where  she  was 
lying  heading  down  the  river.     Some  conversation  took  place 
between  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  and  the  master  of  the 
schooner,  at  that  time  each  standing  on  the  forward  part  of 
his  vessel,  as  they  were  lying  starboard  and  starboard,  their 
bows  only  lapping.    Undoubtedly  the  master  of  the  steam-tug 
came    alongside  to  take  the  schooner  in  tow,  in  pursuance 
of  the  previous  conversation,  and  the  testimony  of  the  master 
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of  the  schooner  is,  that  he  asked  him  if  the  schooner  was  reacK^  ^ 
to  start,  and  that  he  told  him  that  she  was,  excepting  that  h.:^ 
cook  was  ashore,  and  that  he  would  come  on  board  immediateL 
Responsive  to  that,  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  said  it  was 
ting  near  high  water,  and  that  it  was  about  time  to  go ;  to  whL^:^i 
the  master  of  the  schooner  replied,  that  he  need  not  wait  for  tl^^ 
cook ;  that  he  might  at  once  make  fast  to  the  schooner ;  and  I^^ 
also  testifiea  that  he  told  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  that  h^ 
wanted  him  to  tow  the  schooner  by  the  eastern  channel ;  that 
the  master  of  the  steam-tug  asked  him  how  much  water  the 
schooner  drew ;  that  he  told  him  that  she  drew  eight  and  a  half 
feet  strong ;  and  that  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  stated  that  be 
could  take  the  schooner  out  hj  the  western  channel  if  she  did 
not  draw  more  water  than  her  master  represented.    Theii  fol- 
lows the  important  conversation  which,  if  true,  proves  the  con- 
tract substantially  as  alleged  in  the  libel.    Evidently  the  sen- 
tence last  reported  was  intended  as  a  proposition  to  tow  tbe 
schooner  through  the  western  channel ;  but  the  master  of  the 
schooner  testifies  that  he  immediately  replied  that  he  dared  not 
attempt  the  western  channel,  as  that  channel  was  obstructed, 
and  his  deck  load  was  so  high  he  was  afraid  of  getting  upset; 
that  if  he  would  take  the  schooner  down  the  eastern  channel,  he, 
the  master  of  the  schooner,  was  ready  to  proceed  ;  but  if  not,  to 
let  the  schooner  remain  where  she  was,  as  he  would  not  attempt 
to  go  by  the  western  channel,  and  he  also  testifies  that  the 
master  of  the  steam-tug  said,  "  Pass  your  lines  then,"  '*  Give 
us  your  lines,"  and  that  he  gave  them  the  lines,  supjjosing  they 
were  to  go  by  the  eastern  channel.    Express  confirmation  of  the 
statements  of  the  master  of  the  schooner  in  respect  to  the  alleged 
contract  is  found  in  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses,  examined 
by  the  libellant,  especially  in  that  of  the  pilot  of  the  steam-tug, 
and  that  of  two  seamen  stationed  on  the  forward  part  of  the 
schooner  at  the  time  the  arrangement  was  made  between  the 
masters  of  the  respective  vessels.     Attempt  is  made  to  impeach 
the  credit  of  the  pilot  as  a  witness,  by  showing  that  his  general 
reputation  for  truth  and  veracity  is  bad,  and  several  witnesses  were 
examined  by  the  respondents,  who  have  testified  to  that  effect. 
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Witnesses  were  also  examined  upon  that  subject  by  the  libel- 
st,  who  testify  that  thej  have  never  heard  his  reputation  in 
lat  behalf  questioned ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  court  to 
iter  much  into  that  inquiry,  as  the  statements  of  the  master  of 
l6  schooner  in  respect  to  the  alleged  contract  are  satisfactorily 
mfirmed,  even  if  that  of  the  pilot  is  not  entitled  to  belief.  Sup- 
)rt  to  tlie  substance  of  his  testimony  is  also  derived  from  the 
stimony  of  the  master  of  the  steam-tug,  who  was  examined  by 
6  respondents.  His  attention  was  directly  called  to  the  sub- 
st  of  the  alleged  contract,  and  he  fails  to  contradict  the  most 
iportant  portion  of  the  testimony  of  the  master  of  the  schooner. 
9  denies  explicitly  that  there  was  anything  said  on  his  part 
out  the  eastern  channel,  but  he  does  not  deny  that  the  master 

the  schooner  told  him  that  the  western  channel  was  ob- 
iicted,  that  he  did  not  dare  attempt  to  go  out  by  that  channel, 
%t  his  deck  load  was  so  high  that  he  was  afraid  of  getting  up- 
t;,  nor  docs  he  deny  that  the  master  of  tlie  schooner  told  him 

let  his  schooner  remain  where  she  was  lying  unless  he  would 
ce  her  down  the  eastern  channel.  Silent  acquiescence  on  the 
rt  of  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  in  the  final  terms  proposed 

tho  master  of  the  schooner  was  as  effectual  to  close  the  con- 
tct  as  an  express  assent  would  have  been,  as  he  must  have 
own  that  the  lines  of  the  schooner  were  passed  to  him  with 
e  distinct  understanding  on  the  part  of  her  master  that  he  was 
take  the  eastern  channel  of  the  river  in  performing  the  towage 
rvice.  Confirmation  of  the  theory  of  the  libellant,  that  the 
sisters  of  both  vessels  understood,  when  the  trip  was  commenced, 
at  the  schooner  was  to  be  towed  down  the  river  through  the 
stern  channel,  is  also  derived  from  the  course  pursued  in  leav- 
g  the  wharf  where  the  schooner  lay,  and  from  that  moment 
itil  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  gave  the  order  to  the  schooner 

port  her  helm,  just  before  tho  disaster  occurred.  Consider- 
»le  conflict  exists  in  tho  testimony,  but  when  considered  as  a 
bole  it  is  persuasive  and  convincing  that  the  distinct  under- 
anding  between  the  masters  of  the  schooner  and  steam-tug  was 
lat  tho  schooneir  was  to  be  towed  down  the  eastern  channel. 
iSerent  modes  of  towing  are  adopted  by  different  tow-boats,  or 
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even  by  tbe  same  tow-boat  on  different  occasions.  Where  the 
tow  is  lashed  to  the  side  of  the  steam-tng  and  depends  entirely 
upon  the  latter  as  well  for  steerage  as  for  motiye  power,  the  re- 
sponsibility for  the  navigation  of  both  is  wholly  on  the  steam-tng, 
as  the  tow  is  as  completely  under  the  control  of  the  steam-tug  as 
if  she  was  a  part  of  that  vessel.  The  Johmon^  9  Wall.  151. 
Cases  arise,  however,  where  the  tow  is  propelled  by  a  hawser  ex- 
tending from  the  forward  part  of  the  tow  to  the  stem  of  the  steam- 
tug,  and  in  such  cases  both  vessels  have  duties  to  perform,  and  it 
may  happen  that  tlie  steam-tug  or  tow,  or  both,  may  be  in  fault, 
according  to  the  circumstances.  Sturgis  et  al.  v.  Boyer  et  oZ.,  24 
How.  121 ;  The  James  Gray,  21  How.  192. 

Tow-lines  were  used  in  the  case  before  the  court,  and  it  appears 
that  they  were  fastened  to  the  windlass  bitts  of  the  schooner,  and 
to  the  tow-post  constructed  for  the  purpose  near  the  stem  of  the 
steam-tug,  and  that  the  two  vessels  were  fifty  feet  apart,  as  they 
proceeded  down  the  river.    Masters  of  vessels  in  tow  in  such 
cases  are  bound  to  obey  all  the  prfiper  orders  of  the  master  of  tbe 
steam-tug,  as  the  chief  responsibility  for  the  navigation  of  both 
vessels  rests  upon  that  officer,  and  if  the  master  of  the  tow  refuses 
such  obedience,  or  is  guilty  of  negligence  and  carelessness,  or 
want  of  due  skill  and  judgment  in  the  performance  of  his  duties, 
the  owners  of  the  steam-tug  are  not  liable  for  the  consequen 
to  the  owners  of  the  tow.    Somewhat  different  rules  apply  i 
cases  where  the  rights  of  third  persons  are  involved,  but  wbei 
the  controversy  is  between  the  owners  of  the  steam-tug  and  tb 
owneVs  of  the  tow,  it  is  clear  that  the  owners  of  the  former 
not  liable  if  the  disaster  was  occasioned  by  the  fault  or 
duct  of  those  in  charge  of  the  other  vessel. 

Suppose  such  a  contract  was  made  as  that  alleged  in  the  libe^L, 
still  the  respondents  contend  that  they  are  not  responsible 
the  owners  of  the  schooner  in  the  case  before  the  court, 
they  insist  that  the  disaster  was  occasioned  by  the  carelessn 
and  negligence  of  the  master  of  the  schooner,  and  by  his  refusal 
neglect  to  obey  promptly  the  order  of  the  master  of  the  steam- 
tug.   Prior  to  the  circumstance  in  question,  theT  testimony  dearly 
shows  that  the  course  pursued  was  the  proper  one  for  the  vessels 
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of  the  kind  intending  to  take  the  eastern  channel,  but  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  shows  that  a  change  became  necessary  in  order 
to  enter  the  western  channel,  and  the  theory  of  the  respondents 
18)  that  the  master  of  the  steam-tug,  in  order  to  effect  that  change, 
ga?e  the  order  to  port  the  helm,  and  that  the  master  of  the 
schooner,  instead  of  obeying  that  order  first,  hove  the  wheel  to 
starboard,  turning  the  schooner  a  point  or  so  in  the  wrong  direc- 
^on,  before  be  attempted  to  execute  the  proper  order,  and  they 
'^sist  that  it  was  that  mistake,  in  connection  with  the  delay 
^liich  ensued  in  putting  the  helm  to  port,  which  caused  the  dis- 
^^ter  in  attempting  to  enter  the  western  channel.    Instead  of 
^^Xat,  the  theory  of  the  libellant  is,  that  the  mistake  which  caused 
"xe  disaster  was  made  by  the  master  of  the  steam  tug ;  that  he 
^-^t  gave  the  order  to  starboard  before  he  gave  the  order  to  port, 
^t^d  that  the  master  of  the  schooner  immediately  obeyed  that 
^^er,  and  that  he  also  attempted  to  obey  the  other  as  soon  as  it 
^^as  given,  but  that  it  was  impossible,  as  the  helm  dragged  in  the 
^l)structions  which  had  accumulated  in  that  part  of  the  channel. 
Mills  of  various  kinds,  for  the  manufacture  of  lumber,  are 
Situated  above  on  the  river,  and  the  navigation  at  several  points, 
^4  more  fully  explained  in  the  testimony,  is  much  obstructed  by 
^labfl,  sawdust,  and  edgings,  which  have  floated  down  the  river 
^Ind  rest  in  large  masses  upon  the  bottom.    Numerous  witnesses 
Vrere  examined  on  the  one  side  and  on  the  other  in  support  of 
t^bese  conflicting  theories,  in  whose  testimony  was  given  every 
circumstance  which  either  party  could  invoke  in  support  of  his 
l^articular  theory,  including  the  description  of  the  condition  of 
t;he  channel,  the  course  of  the  two  vessels,  and  everything  which 
"^as  said  or  done  on  board  either  vessel  before  the  disaster.    Be- 
^rond  all  question  the  master  of  the  schooner  did  have  his  helm 
t^  starboard  before  he  put  the  helm  to  port,  and  it  is  equally  clear 
^hat  the  proper  order  to  be  given  on  the  occasion,  if  the  intention 
'^as  to  enter  the  western  channel,  was  to  port  the  helm,  as  it  was 
necessary  that  the  schooner  should  turn  to  the  right  for  that  pur- 
pose.    Throughout  the  trip  her  course  had  been  the  proper  one, 
to  pass  down  the  eastern  channel  to  the  place  of  destination,  as 
strranged  between  the  masters  of  the  respective  vessels,  and  the 
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circumstances  considered  together  leave  no  doubt  in  the  mind  of 
the  court  that  the  master  of  the  schooner,  and  every  one  on  board 
that  vessel,  understood  that  in  continuing  the  trip  tbej  were  to 
pass  through  that  channel  to  the  place  of  destination,  as  ar- 
ranged between  the  masters  of  the  respective  vessels  before  they 
started. 

Whether  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  actually  gave  the  order 
to  starboard  before  he  gave  the  order  to  port  is  left  in  doubt 
by  the  evidence.    Perhaps  the  better  opinion  is  that  he  did  not, 
but  whether  he  did  or  not,  it  is  proved  to  the  entire  satisfac- 
tion of  the  court  that  the  responsibility  of  the  mistake,  whether 
it  was  made  by  the  master  of  the  steam-tug,  as  is  supposed  by 
the  libellant,  or  by  the  master  of  the  schooner,  as  is  supposed 
by  the  respondents,  properly  belongs  to  the  master  of  the  steam- 
tug,  as  he  caused  it  to  be  made  by  the  other  vessel  or  by  her 
master.    Viewed  in  any  light  consistent  with  the  evidence,  he 
was  responsible  for  the  consequences,  as  it  is  shown  to  the  en- 
tire satisfaction  of  the  court  that  he  either  caused  the  disaster  by 
giving  a  wrong  order,  or,  what  is  more  probable,  he  was  th 
procuring  cause  of  the  same,  by  misleading  the  master  of  th< 
schooner  and  suffering  him  to  continue  to  suppose  that  they  we 
going  by  the  eastern  channel,  when  in  point  of  fact  he,  as  mast^^^ 
for  the  time  being  of  both  vessels,  had  determined  to  go  by  tW^ 
other.     Concede,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  the  pow^j 
to  direct  the  course  of  the  trip  was  vested  in  the  master  of  (he 
steam-tug,  still  the  conclusion  cannot  benefit  the  appellants,  as  it 
is  clear  that,  having  agreed  to  go  by  the  eastern  channel,  be 
could  not  properly  attempt  to  go  by  the  other  without  giving 
reasonable  notice  to  the  master  of  the  other  vessel  of  such  inten- 
tion, as  he  must  have  known  that  the  agreement  would  neces- 
sarily tend  to  mislead  the  other  party  in  the  performance  of  his 
duty  as  master  of  the  schooner  which  he  had  in  tow.   Intentional 
disobedience  of  orders  is  not  imputed  to  the  master  of  the 
schooner,  and,  if  it  were,  the  imputation  could  not  be  sustained 
for  a  moment,  as  there  is  not  a  fact  or  circumstance  in  the  case 
to  support  such  a  theory.    Evidence,  as  before  remarked,  is  not 
wanting  to  show  that  the  master  of  the  schooner  was  directed  to 
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starboard  before  he  was  directed  to  port,  but  the  better  opinion 
is  that  he  did  not  correctly  understand  the  order,  and,  knowing 
what  the  contract  was,  assumed  that  it  was  an  order  to  starboard, 
which  would  have  been  the  proper  order  if  the  intention  had  been 
to  go  bj  the  eastern  channel.  Caused  as  the  mistake  was,  either 
by  the  omission  of  the  master  of  the  steam-tug  to  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  master  of  the  schooner  that  he  had  determined  not 
to  fulfil  his  contract  and  go  by  the  eastern  channel,  or  by  his  own 
improper  order  to  starboard,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
defence  that  the  disaster  was  occasioned  by  the  negligence,  care- 
lessness, or  want  of  skill  and  knowledge  of  the  master  of  the 
schooner  is  not  sustained. 

Argument  to  show  that  some  portion  of  the  injuries  received 
by  the  schooner  were  occasioned  by  the  grounding  of  the  ves- 
sel is  unnecessary,  as  the  evidence  to  support  the  proposition 
is  too  full  to  require  any  comments  to  enforce  it ;  but  the  re- 
spondents insist  that  certain  other  portions  of  the  injuries  might 
have  been  prevented  if  the  master  had  removed  his  deck  load,  or 
even  shifted  it  from  one  side  of  the  vessel  to  the  other,  or  if  he 
had  taken  any  proper  precaution  in  the  emergency.  Injuries  oc- 
casioned by  the  grounding  of  the  vessel,  it  is  conceded,  constitute 
a  proper  charge  to  the  claimants  if  the  disaster  was  in  fact  occa- 
sioned by  the  fault  of  the  master  of  the  steam-tug,  but  it  is  in- 
sisted  that  the  additional  injuries  occasioned  by  the  heeling  over 
of  the  schooner  do  not  fall  within  the  same  category.  Defences 
of  the  kind  just  mentioned  are  more  particularly  for  the  consid- 
eratipn  of  the  master,  as  they  do  not  constitute  an  answer  to  the 
entire  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  libel ;  but  the  court  has  looked 
into  the  record,  and  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  charge  of  negli- 
gence made  against  the  master  of  the  schooner  is  not  sustained 
by  the  proofs.  Much  greater  reason  exists  to  conclude  that  the 
master  of  the  steam-tug  was  guilty  of  fault,  in  prematurely  aban- 
doning the  schooner  which  he  had  in  tow,  than  to  suppose  that 
the  master  of  the  schooner  was  guilty  of  any  culpable  omission 
to  save  the  vessel  from  further  injury. 

Complaint  is  also  made  that  the  master  of  the  schooner  at 
the  time  the  contract  was  made  was  guilty  of  misrepresentation 
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as  to  the  draught  of  the  schooner  when  loaded ;  bat  the  charge  is 
wholly  unsupported  by  proof,  and  is  therefore  dismissed  without 
further  remarks.  Error  in  the  amount  awarded  is  not  alleged  in 
argument,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  re-examine  that  question,  as  the 
parties  waived  the  usual  reference  to  a  master,  and  the  dear  in- 
ference from  the  record  is,  that  both  parties  acquiesced  in  the 
finding  of  the  court  as  to  amount. 
Decree  affirmed  with  costs. 


John  Q.  Scammon,  Assignee  in  Equity,  v.  Thobias  H.  Cole  et  aLy       ^ 

Appellants. 

The  United  States  Bankrupt  Act  now  in  force,  confers  jurisdiction  in  Eqaltj  apoo  tlie       ^^ 
District  Courts  in  certain  cases,  and  appeals  mar  be  talien  from  tlie  District  to  the  Ctr-      — - 
cuit  Courts  in  all  such  cases  where  the  debt  or  damage  claimed  amounts  to  more  thin     .^es 
five  hundred  dollars,  provided  the  appellant  complies  with  the  cooditioos  specified  in     .^sa 
§  8  of  the  act. 

A  mortgaj^  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  two  promissory  notes,  the  consideration  oi 
which  being  pre-existiug  debts  of  the  bnnknipt,  for  almost  all  of  which  the  mortgagees 
were  liable  either  as  sureties  or  indorsers,  is  void  when  it  appears  that  it  was  made 
within  four  months  next  proceeding  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  bankrnptcv,  for  tiie 
express  purpose  of  giving  a  preference  ;  that  the  mortgagors  were  insolvent  and  th< 
mortgagees  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  mortgagors  were  insolvent  at 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  conveyance  was  made  in  frmvd 
the  provisions  of  said  act. 


BiLX.  in  Equity  praying  that  the  respondents  might  show  cau 
why  certain  property  and  the  proceeds  thereof  should  not  he  ad 
judged  to  have  been  the  property  of  certain  bankrupts,  Chad 
bourne  and  No  well,  at  the  time  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  was  fil 
against  them  in  the  District  Court. 

On  July  11, 1868,  a  creditor  of  the  firm  of  Chadbonnie  an 
Nowell  of  Biddeford,  in  this  district,  filed  in  the  office  of 
clerk  of  the  District  Court  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  against 
firm,  and  on  December  2  following  they  were  adjudged 
rupts.    Pursuant  to  the  decree  the  appellee  was  appointed 
signee  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts,  and  a  conveyance  of  all  ib&ir 
property  was  made  to  him  as  such  assignee  by  the  register  Sn 
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bankruptcy  having  charge  of  the  case.  It  was  alleged  that  the 
debtor  on  June  17  of  the  same  year,  and  within  four  months  be- 
fore the  filing  of  the  said  petition,  being  insolvent  or  in  contem- 
plation of  insolvency,  made  a  conveyance  to  the  appellants  of  the 
personal  property  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  with  a  view 
to  give  to  the  grantees  a  preference  as  creditors  of  their  firm,  they, 
the  said  appellants,  having  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the 
grantors  were  insolvent,  and  that  such  conveyance  was  made  in 
fraud  of  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  Possession  by  the 
appellants  of  the  property  conveyed,  and  demand  of  the  same  by 
the  assignee,aud  their  refusal  to  deliver  the  same,  were  also  alleged 
by  the  complainant,  and  he  prayed  that  the  respondents  might 
be  summoned  to  appear  and  answer  the  complaint,  and  show 
cause,  if  any  they  had,  why  the  property  or  the  proceeds  thereof 
should  not  be  adjudged  the  property  of  the  bankrupts  at  the 
time  the  said  petition  was  filed,  and  that  the  same  should  be  de- 
livered to  the  complainant  as  such  assignee.  Service  was  duly 
made,  and  the  respondents  appeared  and  filed  separate  answers. 
They  severally  admitted  tliat  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  alleged 
made  a  mortgage  to  them  of  the  goods  and  chattels  specified  in 
the  bill  of  complaint,  but  they  alleged  that  it  was  given  for  a 
present  consideration,  and  explicitly  denied  that  the  mortgagors, 
at  the  time  the  instrument  was  executed,  had  any  knowledge 
that  they  or  either  of  them  were  insolvent,  and  they  also  denied 
that  the  debtors  gave  the  mortgage,  or  that  they,  the  respon- 
dents, took  the  same  with  any  view  to  give  or  to  secure  to  them 
any  preference  as  creditors  of  the  bankrupts,  or  to  prevent  their 
property  from  being  duly  distributed  under  the  Bankrupt  Act. 
Proofs  were  taken  in  the  District  Court,  and  the  cause  was  heard, 
and  a  decree  entered  that  the  conveyance  made  by  the  bankrupts 
to  the  appellants  was  illegal,  fraudulent,  and  void,  and  that  the 
cause  be  referred  to  a  master  to  take  an  account  of  the  property 
received  by  the  reFj>ondents.  Due  report  was  made  by  the 
i&aster,  specifying  the  property  received  by  the  respondents 
Under  the  mortgage,  and  the  net  proceeds  of  such  portion  of  the 
ftame  as  they  had  sold  and  appropriated  to  their  own  use.  Such 
of  the  property  as  remained  in  tbeir  possession  they  were  re 
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quired,  by  the  final  decree  of  the  District  Court,  to  deliver  to  the 
complainant,  and  that  he  should  also  recoTcr  of  them,  for  such 
portion  of  the  property  as  they  had  sold,  the  sum  of  $  956.12, 
together  with  costs  of  suit. 

Appeal  was  duly  taken  by  the  respondents  to  this  court,  and 
the  parties  were  fully  heard  upon  the  merits  of  the  controversy. 
Certain  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  master's  report,  but  were 
not  pressed  at  the  argument,  and  need  not  therefore  be  noticed. 

J,  and  J?.  M.  Randy  for  complainant. 

A.  A.  Strouty  for  appellants. 

[After  a  review  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  certain  references 
to  the  pleadings,  both  of  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  statement, 
the  court  proceeded  to  say :  — ] 

CuFPORD,  J.  Jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon  the  District 
Courts  in  certain  cases,  by  the  act  of  Congress  establishing  a 
uniform  system  of  bankruptcy,  and  §  8  of  the  act  provides  that 
appeals  may  be  taken  from  the  District  to  the  Circuit  Courts  in 
all  such  cases  when  the  debt  or  damages  claimed  amount  to 
more  than  $500,  provided  the  appeal  is  claimed  within  ten  days 
after  the  entry  of  the  decree,  and  the  appellant  complies  with  the 
other  conditions  specified  in  that  section. 

Preferences,  as  well  as  fraudulent  conveyances,  if  made  within 
four  months  before  the  filing  of  the  petition  by  or  against  tb 
bankrupt,. are,  under  certain  conditions,  declared  void  by  §  85  oM 
the  Bankrupt  Act ;  those  conditions,  so  far  as  they  are  applicable^ 
to  this  case,  are  as  follows :  ^'  That  if  any  person,  being  insolvent  -^ 
or  in  contemplation  of  insolvency,  within  four  months  before  th^H 
filing  of  the  petition  by  or  against  him,  with  a  view  to  give  a  p 
erence  to  any  creditor  or  person  having  a  claim  against  him, 
who  is  under  any  liability  for  him, ....  makes  any  pay  men 
pledge,  assignment,  transfer,  or  conveyance  of  any  part  of  hi_ 
property,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  absolutely  or  conditional! 
the  person  receiving  such  payment,  pledge,  assignment,  transfe:^ 
or  conveyance,  or  to  be  benefited  thereby,  ....  having  reason  ^ 
ble  cause  to  believe  such  person  is  insolvent,  and  that  such  . .  «  . 
payment,  pledge,  assignment,  or  conveyance  is  made  in  fraud   of 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  same  shall  be  void,  and  the  assignee 
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may  recover  the  property,  or  the  value  of  it,  from  the  person  bo 
receivuig  it,  or  so  to  be  benefited." 

Three  things  must  appear  in  order  that  the  transaction  may 
fall  within  that  provision  and  be  afifected  by  it,  as  alleged  in  the 
bill  of  complaint. 

1.  That  the  payment,  pledge,  assignment,  transfer,  or  convey- 
ance was  made  within  four  months  before  the  filing  of  the  peti- 
tion by  or  against  the  banknipt,  and  with  a  view  to  give  a 
preference  to  some  one  of  his  creditors,  or  to  a  person  having 
a  claim  against  him,  or  who  was  imder  some  liability  on  his 
account. 

2.  That  the  person  making  the  payment,  pledge,  assignment, 
transfer,  or  conveyance  was  insolvent  or  in  contemplation  of 
insolvency  at  the  time  the  preference  was  given  or  secured. 

3.  That  the  person  receiving  such  payment,  pledge,  assign- 
ment, or  conveyance,  or  to  be  benefited  thereby,  had  reasonable 
cause  to  believe  that  the  person  making  the  same  and  giving  or 
securing  such  preference,  was  insolvent,  and  that  the  payment, 
pledge,  assignment,  transfer,  or  conveyance  was  made  in  fraud 
of  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 

All  these  matters  are  fully  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  but 
they  are  distinctly  denied  in  the  answers,  so  that  the  complain- 
ant takes  the  burden  of  proof  in  the  first  instance.  Much  dis- 
cussion of  the  first  requirement  to  maintain  the  bill  of  complaint 
is  unnecessary,  as  the  record  shows  that  the  mortgage  in  ques- 
tion was  made  to  give  a  preference  to  the  mortgagees,  and  was 
executed  by  the  bankrupts  only  twenty-five  days  before  the  peti- 
tion in  bankruptcy  was  filed  in  the  District  Court.  By  the  terms 
of  the  mortgage  it  appears  that  it  was  given  to  secure  two  prom- 
issory notes,  signed  by  the  mortgagors,  of  even  date  with  the 
mortgage,  one  given  to  the  first-named  appellant  for  the  sum  of 
$1,272.50,  and  the  other  to  the  other  appellant  for  the  sum  of 
$1,547.61,  both  payable  on  demand  with  interest.  Both  notes 
were  given  for  pre-existhig  debts  of  the  bankrupts,  for  all  of  which 
the  appellants  were  liable,  either  as  sureties  or  indorsers,  except 
a  small  sum  due  to  one  of  the  mortgagees. 

Prior  to  the  decree  in  bankruptcy,  the  mortgagors  were  en- 
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gaged  in  buying  and  selling  furniture,  and  the  proo&  show  that 
they  were  largely  indebted,  and  that  the  mortgage  covered  all 
their  personal  property,  except  one  horse,  not  subject  to  attach- 
ment by  the  laws  of  the  State ;  and  that  the  senior  partner  of 
the  firm,  as  a  part  of  the  same  transaction,  mortgaged  to  the 
appellants  all  his  real  estate,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  same 
two  notes.  Neither  the  firm  nor  the  other  partner  appears  to 
have  owned  any  real  estate,  so  that  the  two  mortgages  covered 
all  of  their  attachable  property,  whether  belonging  to  the  firm  or 
to  them  as  individuals. 

Fraudulent  preference  is  the  gravamen  of  the  charge,  and  the 
complainant,  as  the  assignee  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts, 
prays  that  the  respondents  may  be  required  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint, that  the  mortgage  of  the  personal  property  may  be  set 
aside,  and  that  the  property  therein  described  may  be  adjudged 
the  property  of  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  the  petition  was  filed. 

Made  as  the  mortgage  was,  within  four  months  next  pre- 
ceding the  filing  of  the  petition  in  bankruptcy,  and  for  the  ex- 
press  purpose  of  giving  a  preference  to  the  appellants  as  the 
creditors  of  the  mortgagors,  the  first  material  allegation  of  the 
bill  of  complaint  is  established. 

Were  the  mortgagors  insolvent  or  in  contemplation  of  in- 
solvency at  the  time  th6  mortgage  was  executed  ?  is  the  next 
material  inquiry  arising  in  the  case  as  presented  in  the  plead- 
ings. Beyond  doubt  they  owed  debts  greatly  exceeding  the 
value  of  all  their  property,  and  they  mortgaged  it  all  to  the 
appellants  to  secure  less  than  one  third  part  of  their  indebted- 
ness. Liberally  estimated,  their  whole  property  did  not  exceed 
in  value  the  sum  of  $6,700,  and  they  had  mortgaged  it  all,  in- 
cluding their  stock  in  trade,  to  secure  the  two  notes  described 
in  the  mortgage  deed,  giving  the  mortgagees  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty the  right  to  enter  and  take  possession  of  the  same  at  any 
time  whenever  they  should  see  fit.  They  owed  not  less  than 
$11,000,  as  appears  by  the  record,  and  it  is  not  pretended  th 
any  portion  of  the  same,  other  than  what  was  adjusted  betwee 
the  parties  to  the  mortgage  and  was  included  in  those  two  note^^ 
is  secured  in  any  manner.    All  sums  due  to  the  appellants,  or  for 
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which  thej  were  liable  as  sureties  or  otherwise,  on  account  of  the 
mortgagors,  were  included  in  the  mortgage,  but  no  provision  wag 
made  for  the  other  creditors  or  for  any  portion  of  their  indebted- 
ness, except  what  is  included  in  the  mortgage ;  whether  the 
mortgagors  knew  it  or  not,  it  is  clear  to  a  demonstration  that 
they  were  actually  insolvent  at  that  time,  and  it  would  be  dif- 
ficult, if  not  impossible,  in  view  of  the  proofs,  to  hold  that  they 
were  ignorant  of  the  fact,  as  they  had  several  times  been 
obliged  to  procure  renewals  and  extensions,  and  some  of  their 
paper  was  still  overdue,  and  the  testimony  of  the  first-named 
appellant  shows  that  the  senior  member  of  the  firm  told  him 
when  the  mortgage  was  given,  or  the  day  before,  that  they  had 
not^s  in  the  bank  which  wore  overdue  and  others  coming  due 
which  they  desired  to  arrange,  adding  that  the  notes  "  bothered  " 
them,  as  it  took  much  time  to  attend  to  them  when  they  ought 
to  be  at  work.  Viewed  in  the  light  of  the  proofs  in  the  case,  as 
more  fully  set  forth  in  the  record,  it  is  so  clearly  shown  that  the 
mortgagors  were  insolvent  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted, that  it  does  not  seem  necessary  to  pursue  the  inquiry. 

Two  inquiries  of  fact  are  involved  in  the  third  condition  speci- 
fied in  the  clause  of  the  section  under  consideration :  Whether 
the  mortgagees  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  mortgar 
gors  were  insolvent  at  the  time  they  executed  the  mortgage  to  the 
appellants.  Whether  they  had  reasonable  cause,  at  that  time,  to 
believe  that  the  mortgage  was  made  in  fraud  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  Separate  answers  were  filed  by  the  respon- 
dents, and  they  respectively  denied  that  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  mortgage  they  believed,  or  had  any  reasonable  cause  to 
believe,  that  the  mortgagors  were  insolvent  or  ^^  in  contempla- 
tion of  insolvency,"  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 

Proof  that  the  respondents  had  actual  knowledge  that  the 
xnortgagors  wore  insolvent  at  that  time  is  not  required  in  order 
to  maintain  the  bill  of  complaint,  but  the  allegation  hi  that  be- 
lialf  is  sustained  if  it  appears  that  the  mortgagees  had  reason- 
able cause  for  such  belief,  as  that  is  the  language  of  the  thirty- 
fifth  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  Actual  knowledge  is  not  made 
tiie  criterion  of  proof  in  this  matter,  nor  is  it  necessary  that 
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it  should  appear  that  the  respondents  actually  believed  that  the 
mortgagors  were  insolvent ;  but  the  true  inquiry  is,  whether  the 
appellants,  as  business  men,  acting  with  ordinary  prudence, 
sagacity,  and  discretion,  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the 
debtors  were  insolvent  in  view  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
known  to  them  at  the  time  they  received  the  transfer  of  the 
property.     Cohurn  v.  Proctor  et  aL,  15  Gray,  38. 

Such  a  party  cannot  be  said  to  have  reasonable  cause  to  be- 
lieve that  his  grantor  or  mortgagor  is  insolvent  unless  such  was 
the  fact,  but  if  it  appears  that  the  party  making  the  conveyance 
was  actually  insolvent,  and  that  the  means  of  knowledge  upon 
the  subject  were  at  hand,  and  that  such  facts  and  circumstances 
were  known  to  the  party  receiving  the  conveyance  as  clearly  put 
the  assignee,  transferee,  or  grantee  of  the  property  upon  inquiry, 
it  would  seem  to  be  just  to  hold  that  the  party  receiving  the 
assignment,  transfer,  or  conveyance,  even  if  he  omitted  to  make 
inquiries,  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  his  assignor  or 
grantor  was  insolvent.     Ordinary  prudence  is  required  of  the 
purchaser  in  respect  to  the  title  of  the  seller,  and  if  he  fails  to 
investigate  when  put  upon  inquiry,  he  is  chargeable  with  kll  the 
knowledge  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  he  would  have  acquired  i 
he  had  performed  his  duty.    Hill  v.  Simpson^  7  Ves.  Jr.  170 ; 
nedy  v.  6?/ww,  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  722;  Smith  v.  Low,  1  Atk.  489;^ 
8  Sug.  on  V.  and  P.  471 ;  Jones  v.  Smithy  1  Hare,  43  ;  Pringle  v.  ■ 
Phillipsy  5  Sand.  S.  C.  157 ;  Booth  v.  Barnum,  9  Conn.  286 ; 
V.  Leonard,  1  Paige,  Ch.  461 ;  Carr  v.  Hilton,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  390 

Constructive  notice  of  the  kind  mentioned  is  held  sufficient  i 
many  cases,  upon  the  ground  that  when  a  party  is  about  to  pe 
form  an  act  by  which  he  has  reason  to  believe  that  the  rights  V       *f 
a  third  person  may  be  affected,  an  inquiry  as  to  the  facts  is       a 
moral  duty,  and  diligence  an  act  of  justice.     Whatever  fairM  j^ 
puts  a  party  upon  inquiry  is  sufficient  notice  in  equity  where  tL"~»e 
means  of  knowledge  are  at  hand,  and  if  the  party  under  suc^ir 
circumstances  omits  to  inquire,  and  proceeds  to  receive  tlie 
transfer  or  conveyance,  he  does  so  at  his  peril,  as  he  is  tbec 
chargeable  with  a  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  which,  by  a  proper 
inquiry,  ho  might  have  ascertained.     Hawley  v.  Cramer,  4  Gov. 
717  ;  Williamson  v.  Brown,  20  Law  Rep.  397. 
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Apply  that  rule  to  the  proofs  in  the  record,  and  it  is  too  clear 
for  ailment  that  the  finding  of  the  District  Court  rnider  this 
issue  was  correct,  as  fully  appears  from  the  evidence  to  which 
reference  has  already  been  made  in  examining  the  preceding 
proposition.  Sufficient  information  might  easily  have  been  ob- 
tained, as  a  large  amount  of  the  paper  of  the  bankrupts  was  in 
the  bank  where  one  of  the  appellants  was  a  director.  Suppose, 
however,  that  the  rule  of  constructive  notice  is  not  applicable  in 
the  case,  still  it  is  quite  obvious  that  the  same  conclusion  must 
be  reached,  even  if  the  proper  rule  of  decision  is  the  one  ordi- 
narily applicable  in  equity  suits.  Where  the  facts  charged  in 
the  bill  as  the  grounds  of  obtaining  relief  are  clearly  and  posi- 
tively denied  in  the  answer,  and  are  only  supported  by  one  wit- 
ness, the  rule  is  well  settled  in  equity  as  administered  in  the 
Federal  courts,  that  the  court  will  not  decree  in  favor  of  the  com- 
plainant. Union  Bank  v.  Geary ^  5  Pet.  Ill  ;  Delano  v.  Winsor 
et  al,  1  CliflF.  505 ;  Parker  et  aL  v.  Phetteplace,  2  Cliff.  79. 

Such  an  answer  is  evidence  in  favor  of  the  respondent,  and 
unless  it  is  disproved  by  something  more  than  the  testimony  of 
one  witness,  it  is  conclusive.  Claris  Executors  v.  Van  liiems- 
dyk,  9  Cran.  160  ;  Hughes  v.  Blake^  6  Wheat.  468 ;  Daniel  v. 
Mitchell  et  aL,  1  Story,  188. 

Congress,  however,  may  prescribe  a  different  rule  in  such  liti- 
gations, and  Congress  has  provided  to  the  effect  that  if  all  the 
other  conditions  specified  in  the  section  concur,  and  it  appears 
that  the  person  who  received  the  pledge,  assignment,  transfer,  or 
conveyance  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  person 
from  whom  he  received  it  was  insolvent,  that  the  assignee  of  the 
bankrupt's  estate,  under  those  circumstances,  may  recover  back 
the  property  or  its  value,  as  already  more  fully  explained.  14 
Stat,  at  Large,  534. 

Different  causes  of  action  will  doubtless  require  different  forms 
of  remedy,  but  the  section  under  consideration  contains  no  inti- 
mation that  the  rule  of  evidence  is  any  more  stringent  in  a  suit 
in  equity  than  in  an  action  at  law,  but  the  language  of  the  section 
applicable  in  all  cases  is  to  the  effect  that  it  must  appear  that 
the  party  making  the  pledge,  assignment,  transfer,  or  convey- 
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ance  was  insolvent  at  the  time  the  same  wag  made,  and  that  the 
party  receiving  it  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  such  was 
the  fact.  Actual  knowledge  of  a  given  fact  may  be  proved  by 
circumstances,  even  in  an  ordinary  equity  suit,  where,  from  the 
nature  of  the  pleadings,  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  with« 
out  corroboration,  would  not  be  sufficient,  and  it  is  equally'clear 
that  circumstances  may  be  sufficient  to  show  that  the  transferee, 
mortgagee,  or  grantee  of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  person  had 
reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  he  was  insolvent  at  the  time 
the  transfer,  mortgage,  or  conveyance  was  made.  Willing  igno- 
rance, as  where  a  party  wilfully  shuts  his  eyes  to  the  means  of 
information  which  he  knows  are  at  hand,  is  regarded  in  many 
cases  as  equivalent  to  actual  knowledge,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  ^ 
why  that  rule  should  not  be  applied  in  the  case  before  the  court^^ 
May  V.  Chapmarij  16  Mces.  &  Wels.  355 ;  Goodman  v.  Simonds  ^ 
20  How.  343 ;  The  Lulu,  10  Wall.  202. 

Concede,  however,  that  by  the  true  construction  of  the  provii^^ 
ion,  the  rule  of  constructive  notice  does  not  apply  in  such  a  cas^  - 
that  such  an  assignee,  transferee,  mortgagee,  or  grantee  is  not 
obliged  to  make  any  investigation  ;  that  the  only  proper  inquixj 
in  the  case  is  whether  the  party  receiving  the  transfer,  mortgage, 
or  conveyance,  in  view  of  the  attending  circumstances  and  of  all 
the  facts  known  to  him  concerning  the  business  and  pecuniaiy 
condition  of  the  party  making  the  transfer,  mortgage,  or  convej- 
anco,  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  other  party  to  the 
instrument  of  transfer,  mortgage,  or  conveyance  was  insolTent 
at  the  time  the  same  was  made,  still  the  same  conclusion  most 
follow,  as  it  appears  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the  Circuit  Court 
that  the  appellants,  as  reasonable  men,  acting  with  ordinaiy  pro- 
dence,  sagacity,  and  discretion,  ^^  had  good  ground  to  beliere" 
that  the  debtors  were  insolvent  when  they  received  the  mortgage 
Support  to  that  conclusion  is  found  in  the  testimony  of  the  appel- 
lants as  well  as  in  that  of  the  first-named  mortgagor,  and  it  ii 
confirmed  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the  court  by  the  circiuD* 
stances  attending  the  execution  of  the  mortgage. 

Extended  comments  upon  the  evidence  are  unnecessary  in  this 
court,  as  the  question  was  very  fully  examined  in  the  opinion  of 
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the  district  judge,  where  all  or  nearly  all  of  the  material  portions 
of  the  evidence  are  reproduced.  Suffice  it  to  saj,  the  entire 
available  means  of  the  mortgagors  did  not  exceed  $6,700,  and 
their  debts,  including  the  two  notes  secured  by  the  mortgages, 
did  not  fall  short  of  $11,000,  showing  beyond  all  doubt  that  they 
were  deeply  insolvent.  Their  paper,  on  which  the  appellants 
were  liable  to  the  amount  of  $1,250,  was  then  overdue  and  im- 
paid,  as  is  fully  proved.  Money  which  they  had  borrowed  to  a 
large  amount  was  due  to  other  parties,  the  payment  of  which 
might  be  demanded  at  any  moment.  Extensions  had  several 
times  been  granted  to  them,  but  the  evidence  shows  that  forbear- 
ance did  not  enable  them  to  meet  their  liabilities,  and  it  is  doubtr 
less  true  that  these  embarrassments  prevented  them  at  times 
from  attending  to  their  regular  business.  Recent  extensions 
were  obtained  on  liabilities  where  the  appellants  were  not  sure- 
ties, and  the  mortgagors  owed  other  creditors  whose  demands 
were  overdue  and  for  which  no  provision  was  made. 
'  Many  of  these  facts  were  known  to  the  appellants,  or  became 
known  to  them  during  the  negotiations  which  preceded  the  trans- 
action in  question,  and  they  also  knew  that  all  of  their  own 
claims  and  indebtedness  were  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  that 
the  mortgagors  had  no  other  property  to  secure  what  they  owed 
to  their  other  creditors.  Obviously,  the  effect  of  the  transaction 
was  to  give  ample  security  to  the  appellants  and  to  withdraw 
from  every  other  creditor  of  the  mortgagors  all  means  of  secur- 
ing their  demands,  except  by  attaching  the  mortgaged  property. 
Evidence  of  intended  preference  is  disclosed  in  every  feature  of 
the  transaction,  and  the  circumstances,  taken  as  a  whole,  are 
persuasive  and  convincing  that  the  appellants  had  reasonable 
cause  to  believe  that  the  mortgagors  were  actually  insolvent. 

Inquiries  were  made  by  the  appellants,  how  much  money  the 
mortgagors  desired  to  raise  and  what  debts  they  proposed  to  pay 
or  to  secure,  and  the  whole  purpose  of  the  applicants  in  desiring 
to  mortgage  their  property  was  pretty  fully  explained.  They 
also  inquired  how  much  they  owed  in  Boston,  and  were  told  that 
the  amount  did  not  exceed  $1500  or  $2000,  but  the  necessity 
or  propriety  of  securing  any  other  creditors  than  the  appellants 
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was  not  even  made  the  subject  of  conversation.  Sustained  as 
the  charge  is  by  all  the  circumstances  in  the  case,  the  conclusion 
of  the  court  is  that  the  allegations  of  the  answer  are  disprovedy 
and  that  the  appellants  did  have  reasonable  cause  of  belief,  as  is 
alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 

Suppose  that  is  so,  still  the.  complainant  is  not  entitled  to 
an  affirmance  of  the  decree  unless  it  also  appears  that  the  mort- 
gage was  made  in  fraud  of  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act, 
which  is  the  onlj  other  disputed  fact  to  be  examined  in  the  case. 
Before  entering  into  any  examination  of  the  proofs  exhibited  ii 
the  record,  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  and  determine 
whether  the  rule  of  evidence  prescribed  in  §  35  of  the  Bankrapcs^ 
Act  applies  to  cases  arising  under  the  first  clause  of  the  section^ 
or  whether  its  application  is  confined  exclusively  to  those  arisii^^ 
under  the  second,  which  is  the  six  months'  clause,  declariixg' 
certain  sales,  assignments,  transfers,  or  other  conveyances  voi</ 
if  made  within  that  period. 

Whenever  any  person,  being  insolvent  or  in  contemplation  of 
insolvency  within  six  months  before  the  filing  of  the  petition  by 
or  against  him,  makes  any  payment,  sale,  assignment,  traDsfer, 
conveyance,  or  other  disposition  of  any  part  of  his  property  to 
any  person  who  then  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  him  to  be 
insolvent  or  to  be  acting  in  contemplation  of  insolvency,  and  that 
such  payment,  sale,  assignment,  or  other  conveyance  is  made 
with  a  view  to  prevent  his  property  from  coming  to  his  assignee 
in  bankruptcy,  or  to  prevent  the  same  from  being  distributed  un- 
der the  Bankrupt  Act,  or  to  defeat  the  object  of,  or  in  any  way 
impair,  hinder,  impede,  or  delay  the  operation  or  effect  of,  or  to 
evade  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  sale,  assignment, 
transfer,  or  conveyance  shall  be  void,  and  the  provision  is  that 
"  the  assignee  may  recover  the  property  or  the  value  thereof,  as 
assets  of  the  bankrupt."  Those  two  clauses  are  connected,  tbe 
clause  declaring  certain  sales,  etc.,  void,  if  made  within  9i 
months  before  the  petition  by  or  against  the  bankrupt  was  filed, 
following  the  clause  forbidding  preferences  and  ending  with  a 
period  after  the  word  "  bankrupt."  Then  follows  the  provision 
to  be  construed  which  reads  as  follows :  ^^  And  if  such  sale,  as- 
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signment,  transfer,  or  convejance  is  not  made  in  the  usual  and 
ordinary  course  of  business  of  the  debtor,  the  fact  shall  be  prima 
facie  evidence  of  frkud." 

Argument  to  show  that  the  transfer  and  conyejance  in  this 
case  was  not  made  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course  of  business 
of  the  debtors,  is  quite  unnecessary,  as  the  proofs  show  that  they 
were  retail  dealers,  and  that  they  mortgaged  all  their  property  to 
the  appellants,  leaving  more  than  two  thirds  of  their  indebted- 
ness wholly  unsecured,  so  that  if  that  provision  applies*  to  the 
first  clause  of  the  section,  the  burden  of  proof  is  unquestionably 
shifted  upon  the  respondents.     Had  the  provision  in  question 
preceded  the  second  clause,  the  argument  that  the  second  clause 
was  unaffected  by  it  would  have  been  entitled  to  great  weight, 
and  if  so,  and  it  was  intended  to  make  it  applicable  to  both,  then 
it  must  follow  the  second  or  be  repeated,  which  could  hardly  be 
expected,  judging  from  the  usual  course  of  legislation.    Con- 
nected together  as  the  two  clauses  are  in  the  same  section,  it 
seems  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Congress  intended  that  the  spe- 
cial rule  of  evidence  prescribed  should  apply  to  cases  arising  un- 
der both,  especially  as  every  word  of  the  provision  except  the 
word  '^  sale  "  is  as  applicable  to  the  first  clause  of  the  section  as  to 
the  second,  and  even  that  is  not  entirely  inapplicable  to  the  case 
before  the  court,  as  the  mortgage  contains  a  stipulation  that  the 
mortgagees  may  enter  whenever  they  see  fit  and  take  possession 
of  the  mortgaged  property  for  their  better  security. 

Both  of  these  clauses  were  borrowed  substantially  from  the  in- 
solvent law  of  Massachusetts,  the  first  corresponding  with  §  89 
of  that  law,  and  the  second  clause  corresponding  with  §  91  of 
the  same  law.     Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  593-4. 

Separated,  as  the  two  enactments  were  in  that  law,  by  an  inter- 
vening section,  the  argument  that  the  special  rule  as  to  the 
burden  of  proof  which  is  prescribed  in  §  91  applied  only  in  cases 
arising  under  that  section,  was  much  stronger  than  in  the  case 
before  the  court,  as  the  two  clauses  of  the  enactment  in  the  Bank- 
rupt Act  are  connected  together  and  form  a  part  of  the  same 
section  ;  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State  held,  notwithstand- 
ing that  the  two  enactments  were  separated  by  an  intervening 
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section,  that  the  provision  in  question  applied  to  cases  arising 
under  §  89  as  well  as  to  those  arising  under  §  91,  which  contains 
that  provision.  Naty  v.  Merrill  et  a/.,  8  Allen,  452 ;  Metcdffet 
ah  V.  Muiisan  et  aLj  10  Allen,  491. 

Apparently  it  was  the  fact  that  the  two  sections  were  separated 
bj  an  intervening  one  which  occasioned  the  ^^  difficulty  in  con- 
struing'' the  provision,  but  no  such  embarrassment  exists  in  the 
case  before  the  court,  as  Congress  has  eliminated  that  difficulty 
by  uniting  the  two  enactments  in  one  section,  and  by  re-enacting  ^ 
both  since  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State 
published,  without  employing  a  word  to  indicate  that  the  con* 
struction  adopted  by  that  court  is  not  correct. 

Assume  that  the  special  rule  of  evidence  mentioned  applies 
cases  arising  under  the  first  clause  as  well  as  to  those  arising 
der  the  second,  then  it  follows  that  the  circumstances  attending  ^ 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage  and  the  transfer  of  the  proper%^ 
afibrd  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  transfer  was  made  in  fmixii 
of  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.    Attempt  was  made  in  ar- 
gument to  overcome  that  presumption,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  it  was  wholly  unsuccessful. 

Decree  affirmed  with  costs. 


Francis  Yose  et  al.  v.  Gideon  Mayo. 


liVhere  a  motion  for  new  trial  is  founded  on  facts  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  ^ 
siding  justice,  and  not  appearing  on  his  minutes,  it  must  be  verified  by  affidavit,  usIcm 
compliance  with  that  requirement  is  waived  by  the  opposite  party. 

Ko  affidavit  of  merits  b  required  where  the  motion  is  properly  addressed  to  the  mionteiof 
the  presiding  justice,  as  where  the  motion  is  to  set  aside  a  verdict  for  error  of  mliDf?  in 
the  admission  or  rejection  of  evidence,  or  for  refusing  to  instruct  the  junr  as  requested 
or  for  misdirection,  or  because  the  verdict  was  against  law  or  against  the  evidcDce  ff 
the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

The  theory'  in  such  cases  is  that  all  the  matters  of  fact  alleged  are  within  the  knovle^ 
of  the  presiding  justice,  or  may  be  verified  by  reference  to  his  notes. 

Where  the  motion  is  founded  upon  alleged  newly  discovered  evidence,  or  oo  the  chii|eoi 
misconduct  by  the  opposite  party  or  the  jurj-  in  respect  to  the  trial,  it  presents  t  pre- 
liminary question  whether  the  facts  are  such  as  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
order  notice  to  the  opposite  party  and  to  diiect  bow  the  proofs  shall  be  taken. 
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In  all  such  eases  the  motion  must  be  in  writing,  and  must,  unless  the  requirement  ia 
waived,  be  supported  by  affidavit. 

Affidavits  of  the  witnesses  to  be  examined  cannot  be  considered  a  compliance  with  the 
twenty-second  rule  of  the  Circuit  Court  relating  to  motions  for  new  trials  based  upon 
newly  discovered  evidence. 

The  purpose  of  the  rule  is  that  tlio  allegation  of  newly  discovered  evidence  may  be  verified 
by  the  oath  of  the  party  or  his  attorney. 

Probable  cause  for  the  motion  must  bo  shown,  unless  waived,  before  the  court  can  inter- 
fere and  give  notice  to  the  other  side  or  take  any  steps  to  prevent  the  prevailing  party 
from  applying  for  judgment  on  the  verdict. 

Where  the  motion  Is  properly  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  the  party,  tx  parte  affidavits  of 
the  witnesses  are  enough  to  warrant  an  application  for  notice  to  the  opposite  party. 

Such  affidavits  arc  not,  without  consent,  admissible  in  the  final  hearing  of  the  motion. 

For  that  purpose  testimony  must  be  taken  in  open  court  in  civil  or  criminal  cases,  by  de- 
positions as  provided  by  the  Acts  of  Congress,  or  by  interrogatories  and  cross-interroga- 
tories, or,  by  consent,  the  court  will,  in  its  discretion,  appoint  a  commissioner  to  take 
the  testimony  and  report  it  to  the  court. 

In  this  both  parties  had  acquiesced  in  the  taking  of  affidavits  of  the  witnesses  to  bo 
examined,  and  the  court  therefore  looked  into  the  affidavits  as  if  they  had  been  ad- 
mitted by  consent. 

The  motion,  however,  was  denied,  first,  because  the  evidence  was  not  newly  discovered 
within  the  legal  meaning  of  the  phrase;  second,  booauso  that  which  was  offered  was 
within  the  reach  of  the  party  moving,  at  the  former  trial,  and  was  merely  cumulative. 

Evidence  offered,  in  order  that  the  motion  prevail,  should  aflbrd  a  reasonable  ground  to 
conclude  that  it  would  bo  productive  of  a  dilTcrcnt  result  from  the  verdict  once  obtained. 

Motion  for  new  trial. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

N.  Webb  and  J.  D.  and  F.  Fessenderij  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  A,  Stroutj  for  defendant. 

Clifford,  J.    Power  to  set  aside  a  verdict  before  judgment 

and  grant  a  new  trial  is  vested  in  the  Circuit  Courts  "  in  cases 

where  there  has  been  a  trial  by  jury,  for  reasons  for  which  new 

trials  have  usually  been  granted  in  the  courts  of  law,"  and  the 

correct  mode  of  applying  to  the  court  for  the  exercise  of  that 

power  is  by  a  motion  for  new  trial,  which,  under  the  rules  of  the 

Circuit  Court  in  this  circuit,  must  be  made  in  writing,  and  must, 

Unless  the  time  is  enlarged  by  leave  of  the  court,  be  filed  within 

two  days  after  the  verdict.     Such  a  motion  must  assign  the 

reasons  for  the  application,  and  when  the  motion  is  grounded  on 

facts  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  presiding  justice,  and  not 

appearing  in  his  minutes,  it  must  be  verified  by  affidavit,  unless 

the  requirement  is  waived  by  the  opposite  party.    No  affidavit 

of  merits,  however,  is  required  when  the  motion  is  properly  ad- 
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dressed  to  the  minutes  of  the  presiding  justice,  as  where  the 
motion  is  to  set  aside  the  yordict  for  error  of  ruling  in  admitting 
or  rejecting  evidence,  or  for  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury  as  re- 
quested, or  for  misdirection,  or  because  the  verdict  is  against 
law,  or  against  the  evidence  or  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  as 
the  theory  of  the  motion  in  all  such  cases  is,  that  all  the  matters 
of  fact  alleged  in  the  motion  are  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
presiding  justice,  or  that  they  may  be  verified  by  reference  to 
his  minutes  taken  at  the  trial.  Where  the  motion  is  for  new 
trial  on  account  of  newly  discovered  evidence,  or  where  the 
motion  is  grounded  on  the  charge  that  the  opposite  party  or  the 
jury  were  guilty  of  misconduct  in  respect  to  the  trial,  the  rule  is 
different,  as  the  motion  in  such  cases  presents  a  preliminary 
question  whether  the  facts  and  circumstances  disclosed  are  snob 
as  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  court  to  order  notice  to  the  oppo- 
site party,  and  to  direct  the  mode  in  which  the  proofs  shall  be 
taken,  and  in  all  such  cases  the  motion  must  be  in  writing,  and 
must,  unless  the  requirement  is  waived,  be  supported  by  affi- 
davit. Johnson  v.  Boot,  2  Cliff.  109,  128 ;  Billiard  on  New 
Trials,  893,  §  35 ;  Macy  v.  De  Wolf,  3  W.  &  M.  196. 

Two  motions  for  new  trial  are  filed  in  this  case,  neither  of  which 
is  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  the  party  filing  the  motion.  They 
were  filed  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  are  as  follows :  1.  That  a  new 
trial  be  granted  because,  as  they  allege,  the  verdict  of  the  juiy 
is  against  law  and  against  the  evidence  in  the  case.  2.  That  a 
new  trial  be  granted  because,  as  they  allege,  they  have  discof- 
ered  new  and  material  evidence  since  the  trial,  not  previously 
known  to  them,  and  they  annex  to  the  motion  certain  affidavits 
showing  the  nature  of  the  evidence,  and  make  the  affidavits  a 
part  of  the  motion.  Founded,  as  the  present  suit  is,  on  two 
judgments  previously  recovered  by  the  plaintifi  against  the  de- 
fendant, it  will  become  necessary  to  refer  to  the  causes  of  action 
set  forth  in  the  prior  suits  between  these  parties,  in  order  ^ 
the  exact  nature  of  the  controversy  may  be  fully  understood. 
Evidence  was  introduced  showing  that  the  plaintifis  agreed  to 
sell  to  the  Penobscot  Railroad  Company  thirteen  hundred  toDS 
of  railroad  iron  and  eventually  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  ooiQ- 
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pauj  at  Bangor^  upon  the  conditioiis  specified  in  the  written 
agreement  between  the  parties.  Payment  in  cash  for  the 
amoant  of  the  duties  was  to  be  made  by  the  company  when  the 
iron  arrived  at  the  place  of  delivery,  and  the  agreement  was  that 
the  company  should  give  to  the  plaintiffs  their  negotiable  prom- 
issory notes  for  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  value  at  the  agreed 
price,  with  the  addition  of  the  extra  cost  of  freight  and  insurance 
beyond  the  amount  of  such  charges  if  the  shipment  was  made  to 
the  port  of  New  York,  the  notes  to  be  given  to  the  defendant 
and  to  be  by  him  indorsed  and  to  be  made  payable  at  a  bank  in 
New  York  City  with  interest  as  specified,  in  four  mouths  from 
the  date  of  the  arrival  of  the  iron ;  and  the  further  stipulation 
was  that  the  title  to  the  iron  should  remain  in  the  plaintiffs  with 
power  to  dispose  of  the  same  at  public  or  private  sale,  in  case 
the  notes  given  for  the  purchase-money  were  not  paid  at  matur- 
ity ;  that  the  company  should  also  deposit  with  the  plaintiffs  as 
collateral  security  the  first  mortgage  bonds  of  the  company  to 
double  the  amount  of  such  notes,  and  also  an  irrevocable  order 
upon  the  treasurer  of  the  city  of  Bangor  for  an  amount  of  the 
scrip  of  that  city,  to  which  the  company  was  entitled,  sufficient 
to  cover  the  amount  of  the  notes  given  for  the  railroad  iron.  On 
the  same  day,  and  as  a  part  of  the  same  agreement,  John  M.  < 
Wood,  the  contractor,  the  party  interested,  agreed  with  the 
plaintiffs  for  a  specified  commission,  and  other  valuable  consid- 
erations, ^^  to  indorse  and  become  responsible  to  them  "  for  the 
promissory  notes  given  under  that  agreement.  Pursuant  to  that 
agreement  the  notes  were  given  by  the  company  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  were  indorsed  by  him  and  the  contractor  as  agreed,  and 
it  appears  that  the  described  bonds  of  the  company  to  the  amount 
of  $146,000  were  deposited  by  the  company  with  the  plaintiffs 
as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  the  promissory  notes. 
Subsequently  the  iron  arrived,  but,  the  company  failing  to  pay  the 
notes,  the  plaintiffs  took  possession  of  the  iron  under  the  power  re- 
served in  the  agreement,  and  sold  the  same,  and  commenced  sepa- 
rate suits  against  the  company  and  the  defendant  as  first  endorser. 
These  suits  were  commenced  in  Penobscot  County,  and  they 
also  commenced  two  suits  in  Cumberland  County  against  John 
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M.  Wood,  the  contractor,  as  second  indorser  on  the  same  notes. 
Judgments  were  recovered  against  the  company  and  the  defend- 
ant, who  was  sued  in  two  actions.  Two  judgments  against  the 
defendant  were  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintifis  in  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court  of  the  State  at  the  January  term  of  the  court, 
1859,  holden  at  Bangor,  within  and  for  the  county  of  Penobscot. 
Execution  was  issued  in  one  for  $23,440  debt,  and  $75.78  costs, 
and  in  the  other  for  $  8,576  debt,  and  $43.18  cost  of  suit,  as  ap- 
pears by  the  executions  introduced  in  evidence.  Nothing  was 
collected  on  the  executions,  and  the  present  suit  is  an  action  of 
debt  against  the  defendant  founded  upon  those  two  judgments. 
Nine  pleas  were  pleaded  by  the  defendant,  of  which  the  first  two 
were  pleas  of  7iul  tiel  record^  which  terminated  in  issues  to  the 
court.  All  that  need  be  said  upon  that  subject  is  that  the  issues 
under  those  pleas  were  found  for  the  plainti£&,  and  that  the  trial 
proceeded  under  the  other  issues  in  the  pleadings.  Much  refer- 
ence to  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  pleas  is  unnecessary,  as  they 
terminated  in  issues  of  fact,  and  the  respective  issues  were  found 
for  the  plaintiffs.  Special  attention  must  be  given  to  the  third,^.  M^ 
seventh,  eighth,  and  ninth  pleas,  as  the  issues  of  fact  in  whiclMr^Kh 
they  terminated  were  found  for  the  defendant,  and  he  is  entitledE^id 
•  to  judgment  on  the  verdict,  unless  the  verdict  shoidd  be  set  asid^^  ^e 
for  some  one  of  the  causes  assigned  in  the  respective  motions. 
Payment  of  the  judgments  described  in  the  declaration 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  1st  of  January,  1860,  is  alleged  by  the  d 
fendant  in  the  third  plea,  which  is  denied  by  the  plaintiffs  i 
their  replication.  As  inducement  he  sets  up,  in  his  seventh  pie 
the  two  suits  commenced  in  Cumberland  county  against  the  co: 
tractor  as  second  indorser  on  the  notes,  and  alleges  that  the 
agreed  with  the  defendant  in  those  suits  as  an  adjustment  of 
matters  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  that  judgments  shou^Hd 
be  rendered  therein  for  $  25,000  as  damages  in  the  aggregat::^^ 
to  be  apportioned  in  those  suits  at  the  discretion  of  the  plai-xi- 
tiffs,  and  that  at  the  April  Term,  1860,  of  that  court,  th«7 
recovered  judgment  in  one  of  those  suits  for  the  sum  of  $23,44<^ 
and  costs  of  suit,  taxed  at  $32.22,  and  that  at  the  October 
term  following  they  recovered  judgment  in  the  other  suit  for 
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the  balance,  to  wit,  for  the  sum  of  $1,560  damages,  and  costs 
of  suit  taxed  at  $29.77,  and  be  alleges  that  both  of  said  judg- 
ments were  subsequently  fully  satisfied  and  paid.  Most  of  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  seventh  plea  are  admitted  in  the  replica- 
tion, but  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  a  much  larger  sum  was  due  to 
them  than  the  $25,000  for  which  the  contractor  as  second  in- 
dorser  gave  them  judgment,  and  they  deny  that  the  sums  recov- 
ered were  agreed  to  be  received  in  fiiU  satisfaction  of  their  judg- 
ments against  the  defendant,  or  that  the  judgments  which  they 
recovered  against  the  contractor  as  such  second  indorser  were 
ever  fully  paid,  as  alleged  in  the  plea.  Satisfactory  evidence 
was  introduced  that  the  plaintiflfe,  after  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ments described  in  the  declaration,  and  before  the  present  action 
was  commenced,  sold  and  assigned  to  Dennistoim,  Wood,  &  Co. 
the  judgmentis  in  question  and  the  notes  on  which  the  judg- 
ments were  founded,  and  the  defendant  alleged  in  his  eighth 
plea,  that  the  assignees  subsequently,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  Jan- 
uary, 1864,  settled  and^adjusted  the  same  with  the  two  indorsers 
on  the  notes,  and  received  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  judgments 
the  sum  of  $1,237.50,  as  more  fully  set  forth  in  the  eighth  plea. 
In  their  replication  the  plaintiffs  deny  that  they  ever  made  the 
assignment  as  alleged,  and  they  also  deny  that  they  did  on  the 
day  named,  or  at  any  other  time,  settle  and  adjust  the  matter 
with  the  two  indorsers,  or  that  they  ever  received  the  sum  spec- 
ified in  the  plea  or  any  sum  in  satisfaction  of  said  judgments 
and  notes.  Full  payment  to  the  plaintiffs  is  also  alleged  in  the 
ninth  plea,  and  the  replication  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  is  substan- 
tially the  same  as  that  filed  to  the  third  plea. 

Plenary  evidence  was  introduced  that  the  plaintiffs  on  the 
7th  of  April,  1859,  agreed  with  John  M.  Wood,  that,  if  the  par- 
ties to  those  notes  or  any  of  them  should  pay  to  them  within 
ninety  days  from  that  date  the  full  sum  of  $  25,000,  they  the 
plaintiffs  would  rec:i\3  the  same  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  their 
claim,  and  that  they  would  surrender  to  the  party  legally  enti- 
tled thereto  all  bonds  of  the  company  held  by  them  as  collateral 
security,  and  that  all  claims  and  demands  between  the  parties 
should  be  considered  as  settled  and  adjusted.     Judgments  in 
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their  suits  against  the  contractor  and  second  indorser  had  not 
been  recovered,  but  the  defendant  in  those  suits  on  the  same 
day  agreed  in  writing  that  a  deCeiult  might  be  entered  in  either 
or  both  of  those  suits,  and  that  judgment  might  be  taken  in  either 
or  both  for  an  amount  not  exceeding  $  25,000  in  the  whole,  to- 
gether with  legal  costs,  and  the  case  shows  that  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  $23,440  was  subsequently  entered 
in  one  of  those  cases  in  pursuance  of  that  agreement.  They  had 
a  right  to  enter  judgment  on  that  day,  but  the  evidence  shows 
that  an  extension  was  granted  by  consent,  and  at  the  October 
term,  1860,  they  entered  judgment  in  the  other  case  for  the  soin 
of  $1,560  and  costs,  making  the  full  sum  of  $25,000  without 
including  costs.  Executions  were  issued  on  both  judgments,  and 
the  whole  of  the  smaller  judgment  and  all  of  the  larger,  except 
the  sum  of  $1,237  of  costs  and  interest,  were  satisfied  by  levying 
the  executions  on  the  estate  of  the  judgment  debtor,  who  was 
the  contractor  and  second  indorser  of  the  notes. 

Just  after  the  date  of  that  agreemeni;  the  plaintiffii  became 
embarrassed,  and  made  the  assignment  described  in  the  eighth 
plea,  including  the  original  contract  for  the  iron,  the  notes,  all 
the  judgments  and  the  claim  to  the  bonds  given  by  the  companj 
as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  the  notes.  Due  notice 
of  the  assignment  was  served  on  the  two  indorsers  of  the  notes 
and  on  the  railroad  company.  By  virtue  of  the  assignment  the 
persons  named  as  assignees  claimed  to  be  the  owners  of  the 
judgments  recovered  against  the  company,  and  the  several  judg- 
ments recovered  against  the  indorsers  of  the  notes.  They  also 
claimed  to  be  the  lawful  holders  and  owners  of  the  bonds  de- 
posited as  collateral  security,  and  on  the  25th  of  October,  1861) 
they  sold  $96,000  of  the  bonds  for  $5,000,  still  holding  $60,000 
of  the  same,  the  balance  of  the  amount  deposited  as  collateral 
security.  Insolvency  prevented  the  company  from  proceeding 
with  the  enterprise,  and  the  franchise  and  estate  of  the  company 
were  transferred  to  a  new  company  as  assignees.  Negotiations 
ensued  between  the  new  company  and  the  indorsers  of  the  notes 
on  one  side,  and  the  holders  of  the  balance  of  the  bonds  depos- 
ited as  collateral  on  the  other,  for  the  surrender  of  the  balanoe 
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"emaining  of  the  bonds.  Those  negotiations  with  the  holders  of 
hose  bonds  were  conducted  by  the  other  parties  through  their 
kttorney,  who  was  a  witness  in  the  case.  His  testimony  and 
ither  eyideuce  in  the  case  showed  that  they  refused  to  surrender 
he  bonds  until  they  were  paid  the  sum  of  $1,287.50,  which  they 
[isisted  was  a  lien  upon  the  bonds.  Wood  was  to  pay  $25,000 
iQ  the  6th  of  July,  1859,  but  the  executions  were  not  levied  on 
lis  real  estate  until  the  3d  of  May  of  the  next  year,  and  they  in- 
isted  that  they  had  a  lien  for  the  intervening  interest  and  costs, 
jid  the  evidence  showed  that  the  attorney  of  the  other  paiiies 
laid  that  amount  to  the  attorney  of  the  party  holding  the  bonds, 
jid  received  the  bonds  for  the  benefit  of  the  contractor  and 
econd  indorser  of  the  notes  given  by  the  original  company. 
)iscussion  of  the  rulings  or  instructions  of  the  court  is  not  re- 
[uired,  as  the  exceptions  taken  at  the  trial  are  waived,  and  no 
[uestions  of  the  kind  are  raised  in  the  printed  arguments.  In- 
itructions  on  all  the  points  involved  in  the  case  were  given  at 
he  trial,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  exceptions  it  must  be  as- 
turned  that  they  were  correct. 

Questions  of  fact  in  view  of  the  circumstances  are  the  only 
|uestions  to  be  examined  under  the  motion.  Brief  reference 
rill  be  made  to  those  which  were  deemed  of  most  importance  at 
he  trial,  and  which  have  been  most  pressed  in  this  hearing. 
Phey  are  as  follows :  1.  That  neither  the  plaintiffs  nor  their 
assigns  have  received  the  full  amount  of  these  judgments,  nor 
uive  tliey  accepted  a  less  sum  in  full  discharge  of  the  amount 
or  which  the  judgments  were  ^rendered.  Suffice  it  to  say,  there 
was  testimony  on  both  sides  of  those  issues,  and  the  court  is  quite 
satisfied  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  which  is  all  that  need  be 
ttid  upon  the  subject.  2.  That  the  $25,000  which  the  plaintiffs 
igreed  to  accept  was  not  paid  within  the  time  specified  in  the 
agreement,  which  is  a  correct  statement  of  the  fact ;  but  the  cir- 
nunstances  in  evidence  tended  very  strongly  to  show  that  the  de- 
ay  was  waived,  and  that  the  payments  as  made  were  accepted 
18  a  fulfilment  of  the  terms  of  tlie  agreement,  and  the  court 
)roperly  submitted  the  point  with  the  evidence  to  the  jury.  Evi- 
lently  they  accepted  the  real  estate,  secured  by  the  levying  of 
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the  executions,  as  payment  under  the  agreement,  and  the  testi- 
mony showed,  if  the  witnesses  were  believed,  that  the  balance 
was  subsequently  paid  to  the  attorney  of  the  holder  of  the  bonds, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  or  their  senior  partner  received  the  benefit 
of  the  payment.    Viewed  in  that  light,  it  is  unnecessary  to  ex- 
amine the  third  and  fourth  propositions  submitted  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  it  is  quite  clear,  from  what  has  already  been  remarked, 
that  they  cannot  be  sustained.     Orant  the  fact  to  be  so,  still  the 
plaintiffs  contend  that  the  verdict  ought  to  be  set  aside,  because 
they  insist  that  the  attorney  who  received  the  balance  'of  the 
$25,000  had  no  authority  to  accept  the  amount,  that  he  was  the 
attorney  of  the  assignees  and  not  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  nei- 
ther he  nor  the  assignees  at  that  time  had  any  legal  or  equitable 
interest  in  the  judgments  in  question.    Full  proof  was  introduced 
that  the  sum  of  $1,237.60  was  paid  to  the  attorney  of  the  a»- 
siguees  while  the  bonds  were  in  his  possession,  and  he  testified 
that  the  senior  partner  of  the  plaintiff's  firm  accepted  the  credit 
of  the  money.    Whether  he  was  the  attorney  also  of  the  plain- 
tiffs at  the  time  the  money  was  paid  was  left  in  doubt  by  the  evi- 
dence, but  there  were  facts  and  circumstances  in  the  case  tending 
strongly  to  prove  the  aflSrmative  of  the  issue,  and  the  point  was 
properly  one  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.     Certain  legal 
questions  were  also  discussed,  but  inasmuch  as  there  were  no 
exceptions,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  enter  upon  that  topic* 
New  and  material  evidence,  it  is  alleged,  has  been  discof- 
ered  since  the  trial,  and  the  second  motion  is  that  the  verdict 
may  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted  on  that  account.    Un- 
accompanied, as  the  motion  is,  by  any  affidavit  of  the  party  filing 
it,  the  practice  of  the  court  would  hardly  warrant  the  court  in 
granting  it  without  requiring  the  party  to  comply  with  the  twen- 
ty-second rule  of  the  Circuit  Court,  as  the  motion  is  obviondy 
grounded  on  facts  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  presiding  jiw* 
tice,  and  which  cannot  be  verified  by  any  reference  to  his  min- 
utes.   Affidavits  of  the  witnesses  to  be   examined  cannot  be 
regarded  as  a  compliance  with  that  rule,  as  the  purpose  of  the 
requirement  is  that  the  allegation  that  new  evidence  has  been 
discovered  since  the  trial  may  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  the 
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fftj  or  of  his  counsel.  Probable  cause  for  the  motion  must  be 
lowiiy  unless  the  requirement  is  waived  by  consent,  before  the 
»art  will  interfere  and  give  notice  to  the  other  side,  or  take  any 
ep  to  prevent  the  prevailing  party  from  applying  for  judgment 
I  tiie  verdict.  Where  the  motion  is  properly  verified  by  the 
fidavit  of  the  party,  ex  parte  affidavits  of  the  witnesses  to  be 
camined  are  quite  sufficient  to  warrant  an  application  for  notice 

•  the  opposite  party,  but  such  affidavits,  except  by  consent,  are 
)t  admissible  in  the  final  hearing  of  the  motion  any  more  than 
.  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact  to  the  jury.  Testimony  for  that 
upose  may  be  taken  in  open  court  in  civil  or  criminal  cases,  or 
r  deposition  in  civil  cases  as  provided  in  the  acts  of  Congress, 

•  by  interrogatories  and  cross-interrogatories  as  in  other  adver- 
iry  proceedings  between  party  and  party,  or  by  consent  of  par- 
ds  the  court  in  its  discretion  will,  in  a  civil  action,  appoint  a  com- 
issioner  to  take  the  testimony  and  report  the  same  to  the  court. 
Both  parties,  however,  in  the  case  before  the  court,  have  ac- 

liesced  in  the  course  pursued  by  the  plaintifis,  and  the  court,  in 
ew  of  the  circumstances,  has  looked  into  the  affidavits  of  the 
itnesses,  as  if  the  affidavits  were  admitted  by  consent,  and  has 
)mpared  the  statements  of  the  affiants  with  the  evidence  given 
)  the  trial,  and  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  motion, 
isuming  the  proceedings  to  be  regular,  ought  to  be  denied  for 
iveral  reasons :  Because  the  evidence  is  not  newly  discov- 
"ed,  within  the  legal  meaning  of  that  phrase.  Evidence  of  the 
ind,  in  order  that  it  may  affi:)rd  a  proper  ground  for  a  new  trial, 
lUst  be  in  fact  new,  and  such  as  reasonable  diligence  on  the 
irt  of  the  party  offering  it  could  not  have  secured  at  the  former 
ial,  and  must  appear  to  be  material  in  its  object,  going  to  the 
lerits  of  the  case,  and  not  merely  cumulative  and  corroborative 

•  collateral,  and  it  must,  in  general,  be  such  as  ought  to  be 
icisive  and  afford  reasonable  ground  to  conclude  that  it  would 
)  productive  of  an  opposite  result.  Hilliard  on  New  Trials,  375  ; 
Graham  on  New  Trials,  468.  Nothing,  says  the  latter  commen- 
.tor,  but  a  clear  case  of  injustice,  occasioned  by  means  beyond 
le  control  of  the  party,  and  the  reasonable  certainty  of  correct- 
g  it  by  those  means  since  brought  to  light  and  placed  within 
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the  reach  of  the  applicant,  will  answer  the  purpose.     Comment 
upon  the  affidavits  to  show  that  the  case  made  does  not  fall  within 
any  reasonable  application  of  that  rule  is  unnecessary,  as  the 
proposition  is  too  plain  for  argument.     Howard  v.    Orover^  28 
Me.  97 ;  Handly  v.  Cally  30  Me.  9 ;  Snmvman  v.  Wardwett,  82 
Me.  275.     Apart  from  that  rule,  however,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
evidence  offered  was  within  the  reach  of  the  party  at  the  former 
trial,  and  is  merely  cumulative.     Alsop  v.  Ins.  Co.y  1.  Sum.  451 ; 
Carry,  Q-ale^  1  Cur.  C.  C.  384 ;  Qard^iery,  Gardner^  2  Gray,  434 
McLaughlin  v.  Doane^  56  Me.  289 ;  Atkinson  v.  Conner^  56  Me 
546.    The  correct  practice  in  such  cases  is  of  great  importance^^^ 
as  the  same  rule,  except  as  to  the  mode  of  taking  the  testimonj^^^ 
applies  in  criminal  as  well  as  in  civil  cases,  where  the  defendart:^. 
is  found  guilty,  whether  the  charge  is  treason,  murder,  or  pirac^ . 
or  whatever  the  offence  may  be,  as  defined  in  an  act  of  Congre^^^^ 
Motion  overruled.    Judgment  on  the  verdict. 
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The  general  rule  is,  that  in  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  goods  sold,  it  is  no  defence  thit 
the  vendor  knew  that  they  were  purchased  to  be  sold  in  another  jurisdiction  in  vloWioo 
of  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction,  provided  it  was  not  part  of  the  contract  that  they  rfwwild 
be  used  for  that  purpose,  and  provided  also  that  the  vendor  neither  did  nor  afpreed  to  do 
anything  in  aid  or  furtherance  of  the  unlawful  design,  beyond  the  mere  sale  with  kno^^ 
edge  of  the  intent  of  the  purchaser. 

Contracts  in  evasion  or  fraud  of  the  laws  of  any  State  are  invalid  in  our  courts. 

If  it  forms  part  of  the  contract  that  the  seller  shall  do  some  act  in  furtherance  of  the  iSegil 
intention  of  sale  by  the  vendee,  such  as  concealing  by  packing  the  liquors,  then  theseltef 
is  R  participant  in  the  illegal  transaction,  and  cannot  enforce  recovery. 
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The  Tender  most  yield  no  other  aid  to  the  intended  illegal  sfile  than  the  act  of  selling  and 
deliyery. 

If  the  vendor  takes  part  in  the  adventure,  he  cannot  recover. 

Sale  in  Rhode  Island  of  liqaors  to  be  carried  into  the  State  of  Massachnsotts,  of  which 
vendor  was  aware.  In  the  absence  of  anything  on  the  part  of  vendor,  except  mere 
knowledge  of  the  vondee*s  intention  to  sell  the  goods  in  Massachusetts,  that  sale  was 
valid,  and  seller  could  recover  in  this  conrt  in  Massachusetts,  the  sale  being  valid  in 
Rhode  Island,  notwithstanding  a  statute  in  Massachusetts  providing  that  no  action 
should  be  maintained  in  any  court  of  the  State  for  the  price  of  liqnor  sold  in  any  other 
State  for  the  purpose  of  being  brought  into  this.State. 

The  plaintiffs  were  citizens  of  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,  doing 
business  at  Providence  in  that  State,  and  the  defendant  was  a 
citizen  of  this  Commonwealth,  doing  business  at  Milford  in  this 
district.  On  the  20th  of  May,  1867,  he  purchased  a  bill  of  i^quors 
of  the  plaintiffs,  valued  at  $  2289.62,  and  he  having  neglected  and 
refused  to  pay  for  the  same,  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  13th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1868,  brought  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  him  in  the 
Circuit  Court  for  this  district  to  recover  the  amount.  Service 
having  been  made,  the  defendant  appeared  and  pleaded  the 
general  issue.  Evidence  was  introduced  by  the  plaintifis,  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  defendant  purchased  the  liquors  of  the 
plaintiffs  at  the  time  and  place  alleged  in  the  declaration,  on  a 
credit  of  thirty  days,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  shipped  the  same  to 
Woonsocket  in  that  State,  by  order  of  the  defendant.  They 
were  importers  and  wholesale  dealers  in  liquors,  and  the  proofs 
showed  that  they  were  duly  licensed,  and  that  the  sale  was  valid 
by  the  laws  of  the  State  where  it  was  made.  Much  testimony  was 
introduced  by  the  parties,  which  is  not  important  to  notice,  as 
the  only  questions  involved  were  presented  in  the  refusal  of  the 
Court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  requested  by  the  defendant.  Three 
prayers  for  instruction  were  presented  by  the  defendant,  which 
were  in  substance  and  effect  as  follows :  — 

1.  That  the  sale  of  the  liquors  in  this  case  as  made  by  the 
plaintiffs  was  a  void  sale  ;  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  if 
the  sale  was  made  in  violation  of  Chap.  86,  §  61,  Gen.  Stat. 
Mass.,  or  with  the  understanding,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  that  the  liquors  were  purchased  by  the  defendant 
for  the  purpose  of  re-selling  the  same  in  this  State,  in  violation 
of  the  laws  thereof. 
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2.  Tliat  the  repeal  of  that  provision  since  the  commencement 
of  the  suit  did  not  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  defence  to  which 
he  was  entitled  at  the  time  the  suit  was  commenced. 

3.  If  the  liquors  were  sold  upon  the  understanding  that  they 
were  to  be  sold  here  in  violation  of  any  law  of  the  State,  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover,  although  the  law  may  have 
been  repealed  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

Cdleb  Blodgettj  Jr.^  for  plaintiff. 

1.  The  first  part  of  the  defendant's  first  prayer  for  instructions, 
ending  with  the  words  ^^  eighty-sixth  chapter  of  the  Qeneral  Stat- 
utes of  this  State,"  was  properly  refused,  whether  the  ruling  as 
to  the  effect  of  the  repeal  of  the  same  chapter  was  correct  or  not 
The  contract  was  made  in  Rhode  Island,  and  the  sale  was  valid 
by  the  laws  of  that  State.  Such  a  sale  is  not  prohibited  bj 
the  statutes  of  this  State,  and  could  not  be.  Bligh  v.  Jame$^ 
5  Allen,  106. 

2.  The  latter  part  of  the  first  prayer  and  the  second  prayer 
are  together  substantially  the  same  as  the  third,  and  all  were 
properly  refused,  if  the  effect  of  the  repeal  of  the  statute  is  as 
the  plaintiffs  claim.  '^  Any  law,"  as  used  in  the  third  prayer, 
must  mean  the  eighty-sixth  chapter  of  the  General  Statutes, 
which  was  the  only  law  affecting  the  subject-matter  of  this  suit 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  in  Rhode  Island,  and  also  at  the  time  the 
suit  was  commenced.  If  there  is  any  defence  to  this  suit  it 
is  given  by  §  61  of  the  chapter  last  named,  and  aside  from 
this  section,  it  is  not  true  ''  that  if  the  liquors  were  sold  by 
the  plaintifis  to  the  defendant  upon  the  understanding  that  they 
were  to  be  resold  here  in  violation  of  law,"  the  plaintifls  can- 
not recover.  There  must  be  something  more  than  understanding 
or  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  of  the  defendants 
illegal  design.  Holman  v.  Johnson^  Cowp.  841 ;  Melntyre  t< 
Parks^  3  Met.  207  ;   Webster  v.  Munger,  8  Gray,  684. 

Charles  R.  Train,  for  defendant. 

The  ruling  of  the  court  refusing  the  instructions  prayed  for 
was  erroneous. 

The  plaintiff  undertook  to  enforce  a  contract  made  in  Bbode 
Island,  injurious  to  the  public  rights,  offensive  to  the  morals, 
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sontravening  tbe  policy,  and  violating  the  law  of  the  State  of 
Urassacbusetts,  and  such  a*  contract  cannot  be  enforced  here, 
dther  in  the  State  or  Federal  courts.  2  Kent,  Com.  (10th  ed.), 
516 ;  Story y  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  253  and  sub. ;  Webster  v.  Hunger^ 
)  Gray,  584  and  cases  cited ;  Blanchard  v.  Russell y  18  Mass.  6  ; 
Ghreenwood  v.  Curtis^  6  Mass.  358 ;  Powers  v.  Lynchj  3  Mass.  77; 
Pearsall  et  al.  t.  Dwight,  2  Mass.  84. 

If  the  plaintiffs,  when  tbe  contract  was  made,  knew  or  under- 
stood that  the  liquors  were  purchased  by  the  defendant  with  the 
ntent  to  resell  them  in  Massachusetts  in  violation  of  the  law, 
md  in  contravention  of  tbe  rights  and  policy  of  that  State,  the 
^ntract  cannot  be  enforced.  Webster  v.  Mungerj  8  Gray,  584 ; 
Bligh  V.  JameSj  5  Allen,  106. 

If  the  contract  was  made  upon  the  understanding  of  the  par- 
ies that  tbe  same  were  designed  to  be  resold  in  Massachusetts, 
then  the  sale  was  made  with  a  view  to  such  illegal  design,  and 
!br  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  defendant  to  effect  it,  and  if  so, 
:he  contract  cannot  be  enforced.  Webster  and  Munger^  above 
;ited  ;  Merchants  Bank  v.  Spalding ^  5  Seld.  53;  Foster  v.  ThurS" 
!an,  11  Cush.  322,  and  cases  cited  in  the  opinion. 

The  plaintiffs,  having  knowingly  participated  in  a  transaction 
ntended  to  accomplish  a  purpose  forbidden  by  law,  cannot  main- 
ain  this  action. 

The  case  of  Mclntyre  v.  Parks,  8  Met.  207,  is  not  to  be  regarded 
s  law  since  the  case  of  Webster  v.  Hunger,  above  cited. 

The  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States  expressly  recognize  the 
ftw  of  the  States  regulating  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors. 

It  is  submitted  that  the  case  of  Holman  v.  Johnson^  1  Cowp. 
41,  is  authority  only  in  cases  affecting  revenue  laws,  and  does 
ot  conflict  with  the  doctrine  claimed  by  the  defendant. 

Clifford,  J.  Errors  of  the  court  in  improperly  refusing  to  in- 
truct  the  jury,  as  requested  by  either  party,  may  be  corrected 
n  motion  for  new  trial,  as  well  as  errors  committed  in  rejecting 
iroper  testimony,  or  in  admitting  that  which  was  improper,  or 
a  giving  erroneous  instructions  to  the  jury.  Certain  prayers 
or  instructions  to  the  jury  were  presented  in  this  case  by  the 
Lefendant,  and  the  court  refused  to  instruct  the  jury  as  he  re- 
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quested ;  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  having  been  for  the  plaintiff^ 
the  defendant  moved  the  court  that  it  be  set  aside,  and  for  a  new 
trial,  upon  the  ground  that  the  prayers  for  instructions  were  im- 
properly refused. 

Provision  was  made  by  §  61  of  chapter  86,  (Jen.  Stat.  Mass., 
that  all  payments  or  compensations  for  spirituous  or  intoxicating 
liquors  sold  in  violation  of  law  shall  be  held  to  have  been  re- 
ceived without  consideration,  and  against  law,  equity,  and  good 
conscience.    No  action  of  any  kind,  it  is  also  therein  provided, 
shall  be  had  or  maintained  in  any  court  for  the  price  of  any 
liquors  sold  in  any  other  State  for  the  purpose  of  being  brought 
into  this  Commonwealth,  to  be  here  kept  or  sold  in  violation  of 
law,  under  such  circumstances  that  the  vendor  would  have  reason- 
able cause  to  believe  that  the  purchaser  entertained  any  such 
illegal  purpose.     Gen.  Stat.  Mass.;  p.  448.     Whether  the  plain- 
tiffs knew  or  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  defendant 
purchased  the  liquors  with  the  intention  of  transporting  the 
same  into  this  State,  ''  to  be  here  kept  or  sold  in  violation  of 
law,"  was  a  matter  in  issue  between  the  parties  at  the  trial,  and 
there  was  some  evidence  introduced  on  both  sides  of  the  question. 
Strong  doubts  were  entertained  by  the  court  whether  the  affirma- 
tive of  the  issue  was  proved ;  but  it  must  be  assumed,  for  the 
purpose  of  this  investigation,  that  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  jury  in  finding  the  issue  for  the  defendant.     Conceded 
as  the  fact  is,  that  the  contract  of  sale  and  purchase  was  valid  at 
the  place  where  it  was  made,  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter  into  any 
inquiry  or  discussion  upon  that  subject ;  and  the  plaintiffs  con- 
tend, inasmuch  as  the  sale  of  the  liquors  was  valid  where  it  was 
made,  that  the  evidence  introduced  by  the  defendant  is  not  an 
answer  to  the  action,  even  if  it  does  show  that  they  had  knowl- 
edge at  that  time  that  he  intended  to  remove  the  liquors  into  thia 
State,  to  be  kept  and  sold  in  violation  of  the  law  of  the  State. 
Both  the  manufacture  for  sale  and  the  sale  of  spirituous  or  intoxi- 
cating liquor,  or  of  mixed  liquor,  part  of  which  was  spirituoos 
or  intoxicating,  were  at  that  time  prohibited  in  this  State  by 
§  28  of  chapter  61  of  the  General  Statutes  of  the  State ;  and 
§  80   provided   that  whoever   sold   such   liquor  in  violation  of 
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the  proTisions  of  that  chapter  should  pay  ten  dollars  for  the  first 
offence,  and  be  imprisoned  not  less  than  twenty  nor  more  than 
thirty  days.  Gren.  Stat.  Mass.,  442.  Such  prohibition  was  also 
extended  by  §  87  of  the  act,  to  the  bringing  of  any  spirituous 
or  intoxicating  liquor  into  the  State,  or  to  the  conveying  the  same 
from  place  to  place  within  the  State,  with  intent  to  sell  the  same, 
or  have  it  sold  by  another,  and  the  person  who  did  those  acts  was 
declared  to  be  liable  to  the  prescribed  penalty  and  punishment  if 
he«had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  tliat  the  liquor  was  intended 
to  be  sold  in  violation  of  that  chapter.  Nothing  of  the  kind  was 
done  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  the  defendant  contends  that  they  are 
not  entitled  to  any  remedy  in  the  Circuit  Court,  sitting  in  this 
district,  because  they  knew,  or  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe,  at 
the  time  they  sold  the  liquors,  that  he,  the  defendant,  intended  to 
transport  the  same  into  this  State,  to  be  here  kept  and  sold  in 
violation  of  that  enactment  of  the  State  legislature.  Stated  as 
above,  the  proposition  is  not  in  the  precise  language  of  the  prayer 
for  instruction  ;  but  it  is  not  contended  that  the  prayer  for  instruc- 
tion meant  anything  more  than  the  proposition,  as  the  sale  was 
an  absolute  one,  and  it  is  not  pretended  that  there  was  any  ar- 
rangement between  the  parties  as  to  the  place  where  the  liquors 
should  be  sold. 

Generally  speaking,  the  validity  of  a  contract  is  to  be  de- 
cided by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  made,  unless  it  was 
agreed,  either  expressly  or  tacitly,  that  it  should  be  performed 
in  some  other  place,  and  then  the  general  rule  is  that  the  con- 
tract, "  as  to  its  validity,  nature,  obligation,  and  interpretation,  is 
to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance."  Story 
On  Conf.  of  L.  §§  242,  280 ;  U.  S.  Bank  v.  Donally,  8  Pet.  372 ; 
Wilcox  V.  Hunt,  13  Pet.  379 ;  Andrews  v.  Pond,  13  Pet.  65 ; 
I>on  V.  Lippmann^  5  CI.  &  Finnell  R.  13 ;  Fergusson  v.  Ff/ffe,  8 
Cl.  &  Finnell,  121.  Contracts  valid  by  the  law  of  the  place 
Mrhere  they  are  made  are  generally  valid  Qveryvrhere  jure  ffentiuniy 
and  by  tacit  assent.  2  Kent.  Com.  (ed.  1866)  454.  Remedies, 
t\ierefore,  are  the  same  whether  the  suit  is  brought  in  the  district 
where  the  contract  was  m^de,  or  in  another  district  of  the  same 
circuit,  or  in  any  other  Federal  Court  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
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parties  aud  of  the  subject-matter  in  controversy.     Viewed  in  the 
light  of  these  several  suggestions,  the  principal  question  presented 
is  whether  the  evidence  which  shows  that  the  plaintiflb  knew,  or 
had  reasonable  cause  to  believe,  that  the  defendant  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  intended  to  transport  the  liquors  into  this  State, 
to  be  here  kept  and  sold  in  violation  of  the  law  of  the  State 
then  in  force  and  unrepealed  at  the  time  the  snit  was  com- 
menced, constituted  a  defence.     Marked  differences  of  opinion 
are  observable  in  the  determination  of  courts  of  justice  in  cases 
where  the  facts  were  in  most  respects  the  same  as  in  the  case 
before  tlie  court ;  but  the  better  opinion  appears  to  be  that  the 
mere  knowledge  by  the  vendor  that  the  vendee  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase  of  property  intends  to  use  it  for  an  illegal  purpose 
will  not,  as  a  general  rule,  prevent  the  vendor  from  recovenug 
from  the  vendee  the  valu^  of  the  property. 

Exceptional  case^  may  arise  in  which  a  different  rule  mast  be 
applied,  as  where  the  property  purchased  is  intended  for  treason- 
able purposes,  or  to  commit  murder,  or  to  promote  some  other 
offence  of  such  enormity,  and  so  violative  of  the  fundamental 
laws  of  society  that  silence  on  tlie  part  of  the  citizen  is  itself  a 
crime,  or  would  be  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  seller  was 
an  accessory  before  the  fact  to  the  commission  of  the  offence. 
Many  cases  may  doubtless  be  cited  where  it  is  held  that  a  con- 
tract cannot  be  enforced  which  contemplates  what  the  law  forbids, 
whether  the  act  forbidden  be  malum  in  $e  or  only  malum  prohSi' 
tum,  but  those  cases  do  not  apply  to  a  contract  of  sale  which  is 
valid  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  made,  and  where  the 
only  circumstance  imputed  as  affecting  its  validity,  is  the  mere 
fact  that  the  seller  knew,  or  had  reason  to  believe,  that  the  f^ 
chaser  intended  to  remove  the  property  purchased  into  another 
jurisdiction,  and  to  sell  it  there  in  violation  of  the  law  of  that  jn- 
risdiction.  U.  S.  Bank  v.  OwenSy  2  Pet.  527  ;  Harru  v.  Bunndtj 
12  How.  79 ;   Kennett  v.  ChamberB^  14  How.  38. 

Such  exceptional  cases  may  doubtless  arise,  but  the  general 
rule,  and  the  one  by  which  this  case  must  be  governed,  is  that  in 
an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  goods ^sold,  it  is  no  defence  that 
the  vendor  knew  that  they  were  purchased  to  be  sold  in  au<^er 
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jurisdiction,  in  violation  of  the  law  of  thjit  jurisdiction,  provided 
it  was  not  a  part  of  the  contract  that  they  should  be  used  for  that 
purpose,  and  provided  also  that  tho  vendor  neither  did  nor  agreed 
to  do  any  tiling  in  aid  or  furtherance  of  the  unlawful  design,  beyond 
tlie  mere  sale,  with  knowledge  of  the  intent  of  the  purchaser. 
Tracy  v.  Tallmage,  14  N.  Y.  167  -  210  ;  Curtis  et  al.  t.  Leavitt,  15 
N.  Y.  15  -  47.  Contracts  made  in  evasion  or  fraud  of  the  laws  of 
another  State  are  invalid  everywhere  in  our  courts,  as  if  a  contract 
is  made  to  transport  spirituous  or  intoxicating  liquors,  not  cn» 
titled  to  protection  as  an  imported  article,  in  the  original  package, 
from  one  State  into  another  in  violation  of  tho  laws  of  the  latter 
State,  every  such  contract  is  void,  even  in  the  State  where  it  was 
made,  whether  the  sale  is  there  prohibited  or  not ;  but  the  mere 
knowledge  of  the  illegal  purpose  for  which  the  goods  are  purchased 
will  not  have  any  such  effect  upon  tho  contract  of  sale,  as  between 
the  purchaser  and  the  seller.     Story  Conf.  of  L.,  §  253. 

Sales  under  the  circumstances  last  suggested,  and  contracts,  are 
valid,  but  if  it  enters  at  all  as  an  ingredient  into  the  contract 
between  the  parties  that  the  goods  shall  be  so  transported  to 
another  State,  and  there  be  sold  in  violation  of  the  law  of  that 
State,  or  that  the  seller  shall  do  some  act  to  assist  or  facilitate 
the  illegal  intention  of  the  purchaser,  such  as  packing  the  liquors 
in  a  way  to  conceal  their  character,  or  any  other  act  to  promote 
the  illegal  design  of  the  purchaser,  then  the  seller  will  be  deemed 
a  participant  in  the  illegal  transaction,  and  the  contract  will  not 
be  enforced.  Waymell  v.  Reed^  5  Term,  599;  Lightfoot  v.  Ten- 
ant, 1  Bos.  &  Pull.  551. 

Participation  of  the  vendor  in  the  illegal  design,  as  a  general 
nile,  renders  the  sale  invalid  as  between  the  seller  and  purchaser, 
but  that  principle  as  exemplified  in  some  of  the  cases,  is  extended 
quite  as  far  as  it  ought  to  be  carried,  as,  for  example,  it  was  held, 
in  the  case  of  Langt^n  v.  ffugkeSj  1  Maule  &  Selw.  593,  that  a 
person  who  sold  drugs,  well  knowing  that  they  were  intended  to 
be  used  in  the  brewing  of  beer,  contrary  to  an  act  of  Parliament, 
might  be  said  *'  to  cause  or  procure,  quantum  illo,  the  drugs  to  be 
mixed,"  and  used  for  that  purpose.  Much  reason  exists  for  sup- 
posing that  the  inference  in  that  case  was  extended  beyond  what 
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is  authorized  from  the  fact  provedy  but  if  not,  then  the  decision 
was  correct,  because  if  it  enters  at  all  as  an  ingredient  into  the 
contract  of  sale  that  the  seller  shall  do  some  act  to  assist  or 
facilitate  the  illegal  intention  of  the  purchaser,  the  contract  will 
not  be  enforced  for  his  benefit.  Public  policy  dictates  that  the 
law  will  ndt  lend  its  aid  to  any  party  whose  cause  of  action  is 
founded  upon  an  immoral  or  illegal  act,  and  if  the  seller  of 
goods,  even  in  a  State  where  the  sale  of  such  property  is  law- 
ful, enters  into  an  arrangement  with  the  purchaser  as  an  in- 
gredient of  the  contract  of  sale,  that  he  will  assist  or  facilitate 
the  purchaser  in  selling  the  same  in  another  State  in  violation 
of  the  law  of  that  State,  such  a  sale,  as  a  general  rule,  is  there- 
by rendered  invalid,  subject  to  certain  exceptions  which  it  is 
not  important  to  notice  in  this  investigation.  Where  the  con- 
tract of  sale  is  complete,  and  the  seller  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  disposition  which  the  purchaser  intends  to  make  of  the 
goods,  Lord  Mansfield  held  that  the  mere  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  the  seller  that  the  purchaser  intended  to  export  them 
for  sale  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  country  where  they  were 
to  be  transported,  would  not  debar  the  seller  of  his  right  of 
action  to  recover  the  value  of  the  goods  of  the  purchaser.  BoU 
man  v.  Johnson j  Gowp.  841.  Precisely  the  same  point  was 
ruled  nearly  forty  years  later  in  the  case  of  Hodgwn  et  oL  y. 
Temple,  5  Taunt.  161,  where  it  was  expressly  held  that  a  person 
who  sells  goods,  knowing  that  the  purchaser  intends  to  aj^ly 
them  in  an  illegal  trade,  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  recover  the 
price  if  he  yields  no  other  aid  to  the  illegal  transaction  than  that 
of  selling  and  delivering  the  goods. 

Certain  cases  decided  between  those  dates  are  sometimes  re- 
ferred to  as  sustaining  a  more  stringent  rule,  but  it  is  clear  that 
they  rest  upon  the  qualification  plainly  admitted  and  explicitly 
annexed  to  the  principle  advanced  in  those  two  cases,  that  is,  the 
seller  of  tlie  goods  yielded  or  rendered  some  other  aid  to  the  ille- 
gal transaction  than  that  of  selling  the  goods.  Biggs  v.  Zoif- 
rence,  8  Term.  464  ;  Waymell  v.  Beed^  6  Term.  599 ;  Clugas  v. 
Penaluna,  4  Term.  466.  Where  the  seller  takes  an  actual  part 
in  the  illegal  adventure,  as  in  packing  the  goods  in  prohibited 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1871.  608 

Green  et  ai,  v.  Collins. 

parcels,  he  must  take  the  consequences  of  his  own  act,  but  Lord 
Abeuger  held,  in  the  case  of  Pellecat  y.  Angell^  2  Gromp.  Mees. 
Ros.  811,  that ''  merely  selling  to  a  party  who  means  to  violate 
the  laws  of  his  own  country  "  is  not  a  bad  contract.  Exactly 
tlie  same  rule  was  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Mclntyre  v.  Parks 
it  al.jS  Met.  207,  where  it  was  held  that  the  sale  of  lottery- tick- 
ets made  in  another  State,  where  the  sale  was  lawful,  to  a  citizen 
of  this  State,  is  a  lawful  transaction,  although  the  seller  knew 
that  the  purchaser  intended  to  sell  the  same  in  this  State,  where 
tlie  sale  was  prohibited.  But  if  the  illegal  use  to  be  made  of  the 
goods  enters  into  the  contract,  and  forms  the  motive  or  induce- 
ment in  the  mind  of  the  vendor  to  the  sale,  he  cannot  recover 
the  price,  provided  the  goods  are  actually  used  to  carry  out  tlie 
illegal  design.  Kreiss  v.  Seligman^  8  Barb.  439.  The  express 
ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State,  in  the  case  of  Dater  et 
al.  V.  Earl^  3  Gray,  482,  was  to  the  same  effect,  where  it  was  held 
that  a  sale  of  goods  in  another  State,  the  seller  knowing  but  not 
participating  in  the  intent  to  sell  them  again  in  violation  of  the 
laws  of  that  State,  will  support  an  action  in  this  State  for  the 
price.  Equally  explicit,  also,  is  the  rule  laid  down  by  tlie  highest 
judicial  authority  of  certain  other  States.  The  price  of  goods 
sold  and  delivered  in  a  State  where  such  sale  is  legal,  say  the 
court  in  Smith  v.  Godfrey^  8  Pos.  379,  can  be  recovered  in 
another  State  where  such  sale  would  be  illegal  if  nothing  re- 
mained to  be  done  by  the  vendor  to  complete  the  transaction,  and 
the  seller  is  not  in  any  way  to  be  further  connected  with  it ;  but 
if  it  be  an  ingredient  in  the  contract  that  the  goods  shall  be 
illegally  sold,  or  that  the  seller  shall  do  any  act  to  assist  or 
facilitate  the  illegal  sale,  or  if  the  goods  are  to  be  delivered  in 
the  place  where  the  sale  is  prohibited,  the  rule  is  otherwise. 
McConihe  et  aL  v.  McManUj  27  Vt.  95  ;  Backman  v.  Wright^  27 
Ibid.  187  ;  Jameson  v.  Chregory^  4  Met.  (Ky.)  363.  Cases  very 
nearly  allied,  it  must  be  admitted,  have  been  differently  decided, 
but  if  they  are  carefully  examined  and  compared  one  with  another, 
the  particular  features  by  which  they  were  distinguished  are,  with 
few  exceptions,  plainly  to  be  seen. 

Expressions  are  certainly  to  be  found  in  the  opinion  of  the 
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court  ill  the  case  of  Webster  v.   Hunger^  8   Gray,  587,  which 
warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  organ  of  the  court  on  that  oc- 
casion was  of  the  opinion  that  a  sale  made  with  the  knowl- 
edge of   the  seller  that  the  purchaser  intended   to   use  the 
thing  sold  in  violation  of  law,  was  illegal,  and  irrespective  of 
the  question  whether  it  was  an  ingradient  of  the  contract  that 
the  goods  should  he  so  sold,  or  that  t'le  seller  should  do  any  act 
to  assist  or  facilitate  the  intended  illegal  use  or  sale,  but  the  ex- 
pression of  such  views  was  not  necessary  to  the  discussion  of  the 
case,  as  the  statement  shows  not  merely  that  the  plaintiff  had 
knowledge  of  the  illegal  purpose  of  the  defendant,  but  that  he 
sold  with  reference  to  it,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
purchaser  to  effect  it " ;  and  the  court  here   agrees  with  that 
court  in  the  conclusion  that  the  instructions  given  in  that  case, 
if  viewed  in  that  light,  were  "  thoroughly  sound  in  principle,"  and 
that  they  "  do  not  conflict  with  the  cases  decided."     Unless 
viewed  in  that  light,  the  decision  is  directly  opposed  to  the  rule 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Sortwell  v.  Hughes^  1  Curt.  245,  decided 
by  Judge  Curtis,  and  which  is  an  authority  in  this  circuit,  and 
in  the  judgment  of  this  court  expresses  the  true  rule  upon  the 
subject.     Bligh  v.  James ^  6  Allen,  572. 

Reference  is  also  made  to  the  case  of  Cannan  v.  Bryce^  8 
Barn.  &  Aid.  179,  as  opposed  to  that  rule ;  but  the  court  is  of  a 
different  opinion,  as  the  chief  justice  who  gave  the  opinion  says 
in  express  terms  that  he  is  "  speaking  of  a  case  wherein  the 
means  were  furnished  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  object  to 
which  they  were  to  be  applied,  and  for  "  the  express  purpose  of 
accomplishing  that  object."  Even  the  price  of  goods  furnished 
to  facilitate  an  immoral  object,  it  was  at  one  time  held,  might 
be  recovered  of  the  purchaser,  unless  it  appeared,  among  other 
things,  that  the  seller  expected  to  be  paid  from  the  profits  of 
the  immoral  vocation ;  but  since  tlie  decision  in  the  case  of 
Pearce  et  al.  v.  Brooky  Law  Rep.  1  Exchq.  217,  it  must  be  re- 
garded as  well  settled  that  no  recovery  can  be  had  in  such  a 
case,  if  the  goods  were  sold  with  the  knowledge  of  the  use  to 
which  they  were  to  be  applied,  and  that  they  were  furnished 
to  facilitate  that  object.    Bowry  v.  Bennet,  1.  Camp.  849. 
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icies,  either  of  equipage  or  dress,  sold  or  rented  to  a  female 
ig  a  house  of  ill  fame  for  the  purpose  and  of  a  character  to 
3  her  to  make  a  display,  will  furnish  no  cause  of  action  to 
Her  or  lessor  of  the  articles,  as  the  act  of  supplying  a  female 
«d  in  such  immoral  practices,  would  warrant  a  jury  in  find- 
lat  the  articles  were  intended  to  facilitate  the  objects  of  her 
on.  Sales  under  such  circumstances  may  well  be  presumed 
re  been  made  with  the  intent  to  facilitate  the  objects  of  the 
aser,  and  if  so,  then  the  contract  is  clearly  void,  and  it  is 
that  ground  that  the  decision  of  the  court  is  placed.  Dif- 
:  rules  also  have  sometimes  been  applied  in  the  construction 
itracts  made  for  the  sale  of  goods  in  one  country  which  are 
ied  to  be  exported  and  sold  in  another  in  violation  of  the 
ue  laws  of  the  latter  country,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter 
ield  of  inquiry,  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  raise  any 
question.  Suppose,  however,  that  the  legal  conclusion  here 
ed  cannot  be  sustained,  still  it  is  clear  that  the  requested 
ictioiis  were  properly  refused  for  other  reasons,  which  will 
iefly  explained. 

supported  by  any  legislative  provision,  the  objection  to  the 
;  of  the  court  in  refusing  to  give  the  instructions,  would  be 
ut  any  foundation,  but  the  argument  is  that  the  defence 
prevail  in  this  court  because  no  such  action  could  be  main- 
i  in  the  State  court  at  the  time  tliis  suit  was  commenced, 
tssedly,  no  action  of  the  kind  could  be  maintained  in  the 
court  at  that  date,  but  the  provision  containing  that  pro- 
on  on  the  22d  day  of  May,  1868,  was  unconditionally 
led,  and  consequently  at  the  time  of  the  trial  there  was 
ich  prohibition  in  the  State  law  as  is  supposed.  Sess. 
Mass.,  1868,  p.  115.  By  the  docket  entries  it  appears 
the  parties  went  to  trial  on  the  4th  of  June,  1869,  and  the 
1  shows  that  the  verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  on 
allowing  day.  IVfore  considering  the  effect  of  that  repeal 
mid  be  repeated  tliat  the  sale  in  this  case  was  made  in  the 
of  Rhode  Island,  and  that  such  a  sale  was  valid  by  the  law 
eit  State,  as  expressly  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  this 
.     Bligh  V.  JamcM^  6  Allen,  106 ;  Merchant  v.  Chapman^  4 


606  MASSACHUSETTS  DISTRICT. 

Green  ef  al.  p.  Collins. 


Allen,  362.     When  a  statute  is  repealed,  the  general  rule  is  that 
it  must  be  considered  the  same  as  if  it  had  never  exbted,  except 
as  to  such  transactions  as  are  past  and  closed,  or  such  as  are 
saved  by  the  repealing  statute.     Surtees  y.  Mlt9on^  9  Barn.  A 
Cress.  750  ;  Same  Case,  4  M.  &  R.  586 ;  Ke^Y.  Q-oodwin^  4  Moore 
&  Payne,  341.     Authorities  may  certainly  be  cited  which  assert 
that  the  repeal  of  a  prohibitory  statute  does  not  make  valid  a 
contract  entered  into  in  violation  of  the  statute  repealed,  but  that 
rule  of  law  has  no  application  to  the  case  before  the  court,  as  the 
contract  was  made  in  a  place  where  it  was  legal,  and  the  onlj 
supposed  obstacle  to  a  i^ecovery  by  tlie  plaintiff  is  that  clause  of 
§  61  of  chapter  86,  which  provided  that  no  action  should  be 
maintained  in  any  court  of  the  State  for  the  price  of  any  liquor 
sold  in  any  other  State,  for  the  purpose  of  being  brought  here 
under  the  circumstances  therein  described.    Attempt  is  made  in 
argument  to  bring  the  case  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Wri^ 
V.   Oakley  et  aL,  5  Met.  406,  but  the  attempt  is  a  vain  one,  as 
more  than  a  year  elapsed  after  the  repeal  of  the  first  provision 
before  the  second  was  enacted.     Sess.  Acts  Mass.,  1869,  p.  724. 
Steamship  Co.  v.  Joliffey  2  Wall.  458.     Certainly  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  pass  the  repealing  statute  will  not  be  questioned, 
as  the  defendant  could  not  have  any  vested  right  to  set  up  the 
defence  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  a  right  of  action  to 
recover  on  a  valid  contract.     Satterlee  v.  Matthewiorij  2  Pet.  380; 
Watton  V.  Mercer  et  aZ.,  8  Pet.  108 ;   Welch  v.  Wadstvarth,  30 
Conn.  156  ;  Coolcy's  Con.  Lim.  293 ;  Way  et  al.  v.  Hillier  et  al  16 
Ohio,  107 ;  The  Syracuse  Bank  v.  Davis^  16  Barb.  190 ;  Hepburn^* 
Cnrts,  7  Watts.  300 ;  King  v.  Tirrelly  2  Gray,  331 ;   Gerry  r. 
Stoneham,  1  Allen,  320  ;  Garfield  v.  J5emw,  2  Allen,  447.    Satis- 
factory proof  was  introduced  by  the  plaintiffs  that  they  were  duly 
licensed  to  sell  such  liquors  at  their  place  of  business,  and,  it 
being  conceded  that  the  contract  was  valid  at  the  place  where  it 
was  made,  it  is  clear  that  the  provision  in  question,  even  if  un- 
repealed, could  not  have  any  effect  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  defeat 
the  plaintiffs'  right  of  action  in  this  case,  as  they  are  citizens  of 
another  State.    Doubts  may  at  one  time  have  existed  upon  the 
subject,  but  it  is  now  well  settled  that  a  State  law  cannot  dis- 
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charge  or  suspend  the  obligation  of  a  contract  made  in  another 
State,  if  it  was  legal  where  it  was  made  and  was  a  contract  with 
a  citizen  of  another  State,  not  even  if  it  was  to  be  performed  in 
the  State  whose  law  is  invoked  to  defeat  the  remedy.  Baldwin  v. 
Bank  of  Newbury ^  1  Wall.  236 ;  Demeritt  v.  Exchange  Bank,  20 
Law  Rep.  606 ;  Euni  v.  Danfarlhj  2  Curt.  604 ;  Suydam  v.  Broad- 
nax  etal.,  14  Pet.  74 ;  Union  Bank  v.  JoUi/,  18  How.  603 ;  Wat- 
ton  V.  Tarplet/j  18  How.  520 ;  Syde  et  al.  v.  Stone,  20  How.  175. 
Contracts  are  to  be  construed  and  carried  into  effect  according 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties  thereto,  and  they  are  presumed  to 
contract  with  reference  to  the  law  of  the  place  whei*e  they  reside 
and  transact  business,  unless  a  different  intention  is  manifest 
from  the  terms  which  they  employ.  Judd  v.  Porter,  Greenl.  R. 
337.  The  law  of  the  contract  travels  with  it  wherever  the  par- 
ties thereto  are  to  be  found,  and  into  whatever  forum  resort  is 
had  for  its  enforcement.  Motion  for  new  trial  overruled.  Judg- 
ment on  the  verdict. 
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The  Canal  National  Bank. 

A  creditor,  holding  commercial  pnper  signed  by  a  firm  in  bankruptcy,  and  indorsed  by 
ao  indiTidual  member  of  the  firm,  a  bankrupt,  though  not  a  sole  trader,  may  prove  his 
debt  against  both  estates  and  share  in  the  dividends  of  each. 

Proceedings  in  bankruptcy  were  instituted  against  Nathan  M. 
Woodman  and  Clement  Littlejohn  individually,  and  as  co-part- 
ners doing  business  under  the  firm  name  and  style  of  Wood- 
man and  Littlejohn,  and  they  were  regularly  adjudged  bankrupt 
under  the  act  of  Congress  to  establish  a  uniform  system  of  bank- 
ruptcy throughout  the  United  States.  The  petitioners  repre- 
sented that  they  were  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts,  and  that 
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the  corporation  defendants  did  on  the  5th  of  September,  1871, 
prove  against  the  co-partnership  estate  of  Woodman  and  Little- 
john  one  certain  draft,  and  two  certain  promissory  notes,  de- 
scribed in  the  petition,  and  that  on  the  21st  of  October  following, 
the  said  defendants  did  also  prove  said  draft  and  notes  against 
the  individual  estate  of  the  said  Nathan  M.  Woodman,  that  said 
defendants  discounted  said  notes  at  the  request  of  said  Wood- 
man, with  knowledge  that  said  Woodman  was  a  member  of  said 
firm,  that  tliey  had  never  withdrawn  either  of  said  demands,  but 
claimed  to  receive  a  dividend  from  both  the  co-partnership  and 
individual  estates,  against  which  said  draft  and  notes  have  been 
proved,  and  they  further  showed  that  said  Woodman  was  not  a 
sole  trader  at  the  date  of  the  draft  or  notes,  and  never  had  since 
been  to  the  date  of  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and  alleged 
that  they  were  advised,  and  believed  as  matter  of  law,  that  said 
claims  were  not  provable  against  both  of  said  estates,  and  prayed 
that  the  defendants  might  be  compelled  to  elect  the  one  from  which 
they  would  receive  their  dividends.    They  presented  their  petition 
to  the  district  court,  but  it  appearing  that  the  District  judge  was 
so  concerned  in  interest  as  to  render  it  improper  for  him  in  his 
opinion  to  sit  on  the  hearing  of  the  petition,  the  case  was  removed 
into  this  court  under  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1821,  which  gives 
the  Circuit  Court  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.     8  Stat,  at  Large, 
643.     Service  was  made  in  the  District  Court,  and  the  defend- 
ants, before  the  case  was  removed  into  this  court,  demurred  to 
the   petition,  and   prayed  that  the  same  might  be  dismissed. 
Woodman  and  Littlejohn  were  the  drawers  and  first  indorsers 
of  the  draft,  and  they  were  the  makers  and  first  indorsers  of 
one  of  the  notes,  and  the  payees  and  first  indorsers  of  the  second 
note.     Woodman  was  the  second  indorser  on  each  of  the  three 
instruments. 

George  F.  Emery ^  and  Mattockz^  and  Fox^  for  petitioners. 

W,  L.  Putnam^  for  respondent. 

Clippobd,  J.  Undoubtedly  tlie  defendants  as  the  holders  of 
the  draft  and  notes  might  have  proceeded  separately  against  the 
partnership,  and  the  individual  member  who  had  become  the 
second  indorser,  and  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  judgment 
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n  each  suit,  though  they  could  have  but  one  entire  satisfaction, 
[n  the  case  of  a  mere  joint  and  several  contract,  the  holder  must 
it  law  elect  a  joint  or  several  remedy,  but  the  rule  is  otherwise 
^here  there  are  distinct  contracts,  though  one  may  be  inci- 
iental  or  collateral  to  the  other,  as  for  example  a  party  may  be 
iable  on  a  bill  or  note  in  two  or  more  capacities,  and  in  such  a 
sase  he  may  be  the  object  of  more  than  one  action  on  the  same 
)ill  or  note  at  the  suit  of  the  same  plaintiff,  as  where  a  party  is 
med  jointly  with  others  as  a  drawer  or  promisor,  and  separately 
18  indorser,  which  is  the  nature  of  the  bankrupt's  liability  on  the 
Iraft  and  notes  in  this  case.  "Wise,  9  Price,  393;  Byles.on 
Bills,  822 ;  Chitty  on  Bills,  539 ;  2  Pars,  on  Bills  and  Notes,  459. 
Precaution  was  taken  by  the  defendants  in  this  case  to  secure 
he  joint  obligation  of  the  partnership,  and  the  several  and  sep- 
irate  obligation  of  one  of  the  partners,  as  they  might  lawfully 
Id  at  the  time  they  discounted  the  draft  and  notes,  and  it  is 
ilear  that  at  common  law  full  effect  is  given  in  such  a  case  to 
he  respective  contracts.  Originally  the  rule  established  by  the  ' 
Bnglish  courts  excluded  double  proofs  except  perhaps  in  a  lim- 
ted  class  of  cases.  It  was  first  promulgated  in  the  case  of  £x 
larte  RowlandBon^  8  Peere  Wms.  405.  In  a  case  founded  upon 
I  joint  and  several  bond.  Lord  Talbot  at  first  inclined  to  think 
that  the  petitioner,  being  a  joint  and  several  creditor,  ought  to  be 
it  liberty  to  come  under  each  of  the  commissions,  provided  he 
received  but  a  single  satisfaction  ;  but  finally  held  that  the  peti- 
tioner ought  to  be  put  to  his  election  under  which  of  the  two 
commissions  he  would  come.  He  relied,  to  support  his  conclusion, 
apon  the  rule  of  law,  which  precludes  a  party  from  proceeding 
jointly  and  severally  on  the  same  bond  at  the  same  time,  and  ex- 
pressly distinguished  the  case  from  one  decided  ten  years  earlier, 
in  which  a  creditor  was  allowed  to  prove  against  a  firm,  and  also 
one  of  the  members,  on  his  separate  bond  for  the  same  debt, 
which  is  the  same  in  principle  as  the  case  before  the  court. 
HarBey's  case,  3  Ibid.  23.  Unsatisfactory  as  the  reasons  given 
Tor  the  rule  are,  still  the  i*ule  was  adopted  and  enforced  in  many 
Bubsequent  cases.  Ux  parte  Parminter^  1  Atk.  99 ;  Ex  parte 
Bond  ^  Hill,  1  Ibid.  98 ;  Ex  parte  Banks,  1  Ibid.  106.     Much 
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diversity  of  opinion  has  arisen  upon  the  subject  in  the  courts  of 
the  parent  country  at  different  periods.    It  was  established,  said 
Judge  Story  at  an  early  period,  but  was  afterwards  departed  from, 
and  was  again  re-established,  and  it  now  stands  as  much  if  not 
more  upon  the  general  ground  of  authority  and  the  maxim  stare 
decisis  than  upon  any  solid  ground  of  equity  or  sound  reason- 
ing.    Other  cases  adopted  the  i^ame  rule  and  held  that  the  cred- 
itor in  such  a  case  must  elect,  and  that  he  could  not  be  allowed 
to  prove  his  debt  against  both  estates.    Ux  parte  Beavan^  10  Yes. 
107  ;  Ex  parte  Hay^  15  Ves.,  4.     In  the  first  case  Lord  Eldon 
8ai(}  he  never  could  see  why  a  creditor  having  both  a  joint  and 
several  security  should  not  go  against  both  estates,  but  regarding 
the  rule  as  settled  otherwise,  he  denied  the  right.     Exceptions, 
however,  were  subsequently  admitted  in  several  cases.     They 
were  of  three  sorts  :  1.  Where  the  joint  creditor  was  the  peti- 
tioner for  a  separate  commission  against  the  bankrupt  partner. 
2.  Where  there  was  no  joint  estate,  and  no  living  solvent  part- 
ner.   3.  Where  there  were  no  separate  debts.     Story  on  Part. 
§  378  ;  Collier  on  Part.  963 ;  Ex  parte  Le  Forrest,  Montg.  &  Bligh, 
44.    Double  proof,  however,  was  allowed  by  the  commissioners, 
and  on  appeal  to  the  court  of  review  the  four  judges  were  equally 
divided ;  but  the  chancellor,  on  appeal  to  him,  affirmed  the  judg* 
ment  of  the  two  judges  who  were  against  double  proof,  placing  his 
decision  upon  the  ground  of  authority.     Ex  parte  Moult,,  Montg. 
837 ;  same  case,  Montg.  &  Bligh,  28 ;  same  case,  2  Dea.  &  Gl.,419. 
Efforts  were  still  made  to  induce  the  courts  to   adopt  the 
opposite  view,  and  agitation  upon  the  topic  never  ceased  in 
the  courts  till  the  question  was  carried  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
where  it  was  finally  determined  that  double  proof  should  not 
be  allowed  in  any  case,  which  had  the  effect  to  transfer  the 
question  from  the  courts  to  the  legislative  department.     Double 
dividends  in  case  of  distinct  firms  with  common  members,  and  in 
case  of  a  sole  trader,  who  was  a  member  of  a  firm,  were  allowed 
by  the  subsequent  bankrupt  act  of  that  country,  overruling  to 
that  extent  the  decision  of  the  court  of  last  resort.    Provision  is 
there  made,  that  where  any  debtor  shall,  at  the  time  of  ad- 
judication, be  liable  upon  any  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory 
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I  in  respect  of  distinct  contracts,  as  member  of  two  or  more 
s,  carrying  on  separate  and  distinct  trades,  and  having  dis- 
t;  estates  to  be  wound  up  in  bankruptcy,  or  as  a  sole  trader, 

also  as  the  member  of  a  firm,  the  circumstance  that  such 
s  are  in  whole  or  in  part  composed  of  the  same  indiTiduals,  or 

the  sole  contractor  is  also  one  of  the  joint  contractors,  shall 
prevent  proof  and  receipt  of  dividend  in  respect  of  such  dis- 
t  contracts  against  the  estates  respectively  liable  upon  such 
racts.  Doria  ^  McBae^s  Bankr.^  App.  194.  Obviously  that 
ion  is  confined  to  joint  and  several  bills  of  exchange  and 
dissory  notes,  and  for  that  reason  was  repealed  and  replaced 

provision  more  comprehensive  and  better  suited  to  give  all 
ies  their  just  and  legal  rights. 

Y  the  act  of  Parliament  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  law 
bankruptcy,  passed  the  9th  of  August,  1869,  it  is  enacted 

if  any  bankrupt  is,  at  the  date  of  the  order  of  adjudi- 
)n,  liable  in  respect  of  distinct  contracts  as  member  of  two 
lore  distinct  firms,  or  as  a  sole  contractor,  and  also  as  mem- 
of  a  firm,  the  circumstance  that  such  firms  are  in  whole 
a  part  composed  of  the  same  individuals,  or  that  the  sole 
ractor  is  also  one  of  the  joint  contractors,  shall  not  pre- 

proof  in  respect  of  such  contracts  against  the  properties 
ectively  liable  upon  such  contracts.  Robeson's  Bankruptcy 
.  679 ;  Bullet/  v.  Bund^  Bankruptcy  App.  18.  Proof  was  ad- 
ed  by  the  Registrar  in  the  case  of  a  joint  and  several  prom- 
y  note,  which  was  signed  by  two  members  of  a  firm,  and  by 
firm  and  several  other  persons.  The  firm,  having  become 
uupt,  the  holder  of  the  note  proved  the  same  against  the 
;  estate  of  the  firm,  and  the  separate  estates  of  the  two  part- 

who  had  also  signed  the  note.  Appeal  was  taken  from  the 
r  of  the  Registrar  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  Appeals,  and  the 
t  held  that  the  holder  was  entitled  to  prove  against,  and 
ive  dividends  from,  both  the  joint  estate  of  the  firm  and  the 
rate  estates  of  the  two  partners  who  had  also  signed  the  note 
been  adjudged  bankrupt.     It  was  insisted  for  the  appellants 

inasmuch  as  the  last  act  did  not  contain  the  words,  '^  and 
ive  dividends,"  it  required  the  creditor  to  elect  whether  he 
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Would  receive  his  dividends  from  the  joint  estate  or  from  the  sep- 
arate estates,  and  that  he  could  not  receive  them  from  both  ;  but 
the  court  held  otherwise,  and  decided  that  inasmuch  as  there 
was  a  joint  contract  by  the  firm,  and  a  separate  contract  by 
members  of  the  firm,  the  creditor  might  prove  his  claim  against 
both  estates,  and  that  the  whole  act  was  framed  on  the  plan  that 
a  right  of  proof  carried  with  it  a  right  to  a  dividend.  Mellish,  J., 
admitted  that  the  old  rule  was  as  contended  by  the  appellants, 
and  that  he  had  some  doubts  at  first  whetlier  the  section  applied 
to  every  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  a  member  of  the 
firm  on  the  firm,  or  of  a  joint  and'  several  promissory  note  in- 
dorsed by  the  members  of  a  firm,  but  seeing  that  the  persons 
called  sole  traders  are  also  called  sole  contractors  in  the  same 
provision,  he  held  that  the  two  designations  meant  the  same 
class  of  persons,  and  that  the  enactment  was  intended  to  include 
a  joint  and  a  several  promissory  note,  and  was  not  to  be  confined 
to  cases  where  the  parties  had  executed  separate  instruments. 
He  enforced  that  view  by  various  considerations,  and  in  conclu- 
sion stated  that  a  joint  and  several  note,  though  it  is  one  instru- 
ment, contains  both  a  joint  contract  and  distinct  separate  con- 
tracts by  the  several  makers,  and  decided  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  Parliament  that  wherever  there,  was  a  joint  and  separate  con- 
tract, and  joint  and  separate  estates  being  administered  in  bank-  - 
ruptcy,  the  creditor  should  be  entitled  to  prove  against  both  thea 
joint  and  separate  estates. 

Beyond  doubt  the  opposite  rule  was  the  old  rule  in  Enj^ 
land ;   but  it  was  never  adopted  in  this  country,  and  it  was 
expressly  repudiated  by  Judge  Sprague  in  Hz  parte  Famum^  G 
Law  Rep.   21,  in  an   opinion  of  great  research  and  ability'. 
Learned  judges  in  the  course  of  nearly  a  century  and  a  half 
since  it  was  first  adopted,  have  often  attempted  to  vindicate 
the  old  rule  as  consonant  with  the  just  rights  of  creditors,  but 
never  have  succeeded  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  legal  profession. 
Some  have  attempted  to  vindicate  it  by  analogy  to  the  inabflitf 
of  the  creditor  at  common  law  to  bring  joint  and  several  actioitf 
at  the  same  time.     Ex  parte  Rawlandsony  8  Peere  Wms.  407; 
Robeson's  Bankruptcy,  519.     Many  others  assign  as  the  foundi- 
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tioQ  of  the  rule,  that  if  a  joint  and  several  creditpr  is  permitted  to 
prove  against  both  the  joint  and  separate  e'ktates,  he  would  draw 
from  the  separate  estate  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other  joint  cred« 
itors  who  ought  to  have  an  equal  right  with  himself  in  that  estate, 
which  would  create  a  preference  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of 
the  bankrupt  law.  Uz  parte  Bondj  Atk.  100.  Throughout  that 
period,  however,  the  rule  has  been  opposed  by  many  judges  as  an  ' 
arbitrary  one,  and  one  not  founded  on  any  sound  principle.  Ux 
parte  Sevan,  10  Ves.  107  ;  Ex  parte  Henton,  De  Gex.  660  ;  Ex 
parte  Goldsmith,  1  De  Q.  &  J.  454.  Judge  Sprague  said  that  he 
was  not  able  to  discover  any  sound  principle  upon  which  it  rested,  ^ 
and  that  it  had  generally  been  admitted,  even  by  those  who  en- 
forced it,  that  it  is  as  little  consonant  with  justice  as  with  the 
rules  of  law. 

Attention  is  very  properly  called  to  the  fact  that  he  was 
expounding  the  bankrupt  law  of  1841 ;  but  it  is  as  true  now 
as  it  was  then  that  the  old  rule  has  never  been  adopted  in 
this  country,  and  that  existing  contracts  have  been  made  under 
and  with  reference  to  the  rule  of  law  which  gives  to  a  party 
having  two  valid  obligations  the  benefit  of  both,  and  in  view 
of  that  consideration  he  remarked  that  he  did  not  think  him- 
self bound  or  authorized  to  set  aside  a  right  which  he  regarded 
as  founded  both  on  law  and  justice,  on  account  of  an  arbitrary 
rule  justly  reprobated  by  some  of  the  most  eminent  judges  and 
jurists  in  England,  and  which  was  never  recognized  in  this 
country.  Story  on  Part.  §  382  ;  Borden  v.  Cuyler,  10  Cush.  476. 
Power  to  establish  uniform  laws  on  the  subject  of  bankruptcies 
throughout  the  United  States  is  vested  in  Congress,  and  Congress 
having  executed  that  power,  the  question  under  consideration 
must  depend  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  provision  in  that 
behalf  in  the  bankrupt  act.  Bankrupts,  as  all  exf)erience  shows, 
may  be  liable  at  the  time  of  adjudication,  upon  a  bill  of  exchange, 
promissory  note,  or  other  obligation,  in  respect  of  distinct  con- 
tracts as  members  of  two  or  more  firms  carrying  on  separate 
and  distinct  trades,  and  having  distinct  estates  to  be  wound 
up  in  bankruptcy,  or  as  sole  traders,  and  also  as  members  of 
a  firm,  and  §21  of  the  bankrupt  act  provides  that  in  such 

VOL.    III.  33 
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cases  ^^  the  circumstance  that  such  firms  are  in  whole  or  in  part 
composed  of  the  same  individuals,  or  that  a  sole  contractor  is 
also  one  of  the  joint  contractors,  shall  not  prevent  proof  and 
receipt  of  dividend  in  respect  of  such  distinct  contracts  against 
the  estates  respectively  liable  upon  such  contracts."     14  Stat,  at 
Large  527.     Tested  by  the  concluding  part  of  the  section  as 
transcribed,  §  21  of  our  bankrupt  act  is  an  exact  copy  of  §  152 
of  the  English  bankrupt  act  of  1861,  but  the  introductory  parts 
of  the  sections  difier,  as  the  English  act  is  confined  to  bills  of  ex- 
change and  promissory  notes,  whereas  our  bankrupt  act  extends 
in  that  behalf  also  to  '^  other  obligations  " ;  showing  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  Congress  to  give  it  a  more  comprehensive  operar 
tion,  as  indicated  by  the  addition  of  the  words  ^^  or  other  obliga- 
tion "  to  the  words  "  any  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note," 
contained  in  the  said  English  bankrupt  act.    Two  classes  of  per- 
sons are  mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  the  section,  as  embraced 
in  the  provision,  namely,  any  bankrupt  liable  upon  any  bill  of  ex- 
change, promissory  note,  or  other  obligation,  in  respect  of  distinct 
contracts  as  a  member  of  two  or  more  firms  carrying  on  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  trades,  and  having  distinct  estates  to  be  woaud 
up  in  bankruptcy.     2.  Or  as  a  sole  trader,  and  also  as  a  mem- 
ber of  a  firm  ;  and  the  argument  for  the  petitioners  is  that  the 
term  ^'  sole  trader  "  is  used  in  a  technical  sense,  and  that  it 
cannot  be  construed  to  include  a  sole  contractor,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  indorsement  of  a  promissory  note  by  a  separate  member 
of  the  firm,  which  is  signed  by  the  firm  as  promisors.    Consid- 
ered separately,  the  first  part  of  the  section  would  afford  strong 
support  to  that  proposition ;  but  the  whole  section  must  be 
construed  together,  and  the  last  part  provides  that  the  ci^ 
cumstance  that  such  firms  are  in  whole  or  in  part  composed 
of  the  same  individuals,  or  that  the  sole  contractor  is  also  one 
of  the  joint  contractors,  shall  not  prevent  such  proof  and  the 
receipt  of  dividends ;  showing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
that  the  term  *'  sole  trader  "  is  not  used  in  a  technical  sense,  and 
that  its  meaning  was  intended  to  be  enlarged  by  the  latter  part 
of  the  section,  as  was  held  by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Hx  parte 
Saney^  to  which  reference  has  already  been  made.    True,  the 


i 


APRIL  TERM,  1872.  515 

Emery  el  <d.  v.  The  Canal  National  Bank. 

words  ^^  sole  trader  "  are  not  used  in  the  last  English  bankrupt  act, 
but  they  were  used  in  the  former  act,  and  the  court  held  in  the  case 
referred  to  that  those  words  when  considered  in  connection  with 
the  closing  part  of  the  section,  which  is  precisely  the  same  as  the 
closing  part  of  the  corresponding  section  in  our  bankrupt  act, 
meant  nothing  more  than  the  words  ^^  sole  contractor/'  and  that 
the  enactment  was  intended  to  include  a  joint  and  several  prom- 
issory note,  and  that  it  ought  not  to  be  confined  to  cases  where 
the  parties  had  executed  separate  instruments.  Much  consider- 
ation has  been  given  to  the  question  by  several  of  the  District 
judges,  and  in  every  such  case  which  has  fallen  under  my  obser- 
vation, the  judge  has  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  rule  which 
allows  a  party  holding  two  valid  obligations,  the  benefit  of  both, 
is  founded  in  law  and  justice,  and  that  it  is  sustained  by  the  true 
construction  of  §  21  of  the  bankrupt  act.  Meade  v.  Bank  of 
Fayetteville,  2  N.  B.  R.  65  ;  Ex  parte  Bigelow^  2  N.  B.  R.  121 ; 
Ex  parte  Hawardj  4  N.  B.  R.  185  ;  Meade  v.  Bank  of  Fayette- 
villej  6  Blatch.  185.  Creditors,  before  any  act  of  bankruptcy  is 
committed  by  their  debtor,  may  acquire  a  right  to  prove  their 
claim  against  the  joint  estate,  by  one  contract,  and  against  the 
separate  estate  by  another,  and  it  is  not  possible,  it  seems  to 
the  court,  to  assign  any  good  reason  why  a  subsequent  act  of 
bankruptcy  should  be  held  to  deprive  them  of  the  benefit  of  their 
caution  and  diligence.  English  judges  and  legislators  have  at 
Idst  come  to  that  conclusion,  and  there  is  no  good  reason  why 
the  courts  in  this  country  should  adopt  a  rule  which  at  last  has 
been  exploded  and  abandoned  in  the  tribunals  where  it  was  first 
adopted.  Their  debts  -are  certainly  provable,  and  the  estate  must, 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  act,  be  distributed  among  all  creditors 
whose  debts  are  duly  proved.  Bump.  Bankruptcy,  [5th  ed.]  198; 
Ex  parte  Downing,  8  N.  B.  R.  182. 
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Repeated  decisions  of  the  Federal  Courts  have  established  the  mie  that  oral  eTidence  is 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face,  waa  intended  as 
a  mortgage,  and  that  the  defeasance  was  omitted  from  mutual  confidence  between  the 
parties. 

The  evidence  to  prove  tlie  agreement  ought  to  be  clear  and  satisfactory,  as  the  rule  Is  one 
of  exceptional  character  in  the  law  of  evidence. 

Where  the  evidence  to  prove  the  agreement,  was  that  of  only  one  of  the  parties,  the  other 
having  deceased,  and  was  uncorroborated  by  any  word  or  act  of  the  other,  proof  of  friendly 
relations  existing  between  the  parties  is  not  sufficient  where  the  evidence  it  otherwise 
subject  to  doubt. 

Where  witnesses  are  not  excluded  on  account  of  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  the  mW 
still  applies  that  their  veracity  or  impartiality  may  be  affected  by  snch  interest. 

Something  is  due  in  such  a  case  as  this,  to  the  deniids  of  the  answer  to  the  effect  that  tb^ 
conveyances  were  not  made  as  security  for  any  indebtedness. 

Where  the  allegation  of  the  bill  is  that  certain  real  estate  was  conveyed  to  a  decetsed 
person  as  security  for  a  debt,  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  upon  the 
uncorroborated  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  and  certainly  not  unless  hb  statenMoU 
are  positive,  and  he  appears  to  be  without  prejudice,  bias,  or  interest  adverse  to  the 
respondent. 

The  complainants  were  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  Uh 
"  ^^ratio  Woodman,  and  the  respondents  were  the  heirr 

^•^  '^f  the  estate  of  John  A.  Andrew,  late  f 
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the  lands  only  as  security  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he  would  re- 
convey  said  real  estate  to  said  Woodman  when  he  should  pay 
the  amount  of  the  loan  and  interest.  Based  upon  these  allega- 
tions, the  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that  the  complainants  might  be 
permitted  to  redeem  the  said  lands,  and  for  an  account.  The 
principal  deed  in  question  was  the  one  first  described,  which  was 
acknowledged  on  the  day  of  its  date,  and  was  recorded  on  the 
26th  of  the  same  month  in  the  proper  registry  of  the  county 
where  the  land  is  situated.  It  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  three 
thousand  dollars,  which  the  grantor  told  one  of  the  witnesses 
was  the  full  value  of  the  land.  When  conveyed,  the  land  was 
wild  land,  neither  party  occupying  it.  Service  was  made,  and 
the  respondents  appeared,  and  filed  an  answer  in  which  they 
denied  that  the  land  was  conveyed  as  a  security,  and  averred  that 
the  conveyance  was  absolute  and  not  as  security.  Testimony 
was  taken,  and  the  District  Court  entered  a  decree  for  the  com- 
plainants, from  which  decree  the  respondents  appealed  to  this 
Court. 

Woodman  testified  that  the  deeds  were  never  in  the  possession 
of  the  grantee,  that  they  remained  in  his  possession  until  the 
appointment  of  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  that  the  deeds  were 
made  as  security  for  present  and  future  loans,  that  at  the  date 
of  the  first  deed  he  was  owing  the  grantee  $8,640.91,  and  that 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  October,  1867,  he  owed  him  $  7,000. 
•   H.  W.  Paine  and  C.  M.  EllU^  for  appellants. 

H,  2>.  Hyde^  for  appellees. 

Clifford,  J.  The  testimony  was  full  to  the  point  that  the 
deeds  were  given  as  security,  and,  if  so,  the  complainants  must 
be  permitted  to  redeem,  and  they  are  entitled  to  an  account  as 
prayed  in  the  bill,  as  repeated  decisions  of  the  Federal  courts 
have  established  the  rule  that  oral  evidence  is  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  was  intended 
as  a  mortgage,  and  that  the  defeasance  was  omitted  from  mutual 
confidence  between  the  parties.  Wyman  v.  Babcockj  2  Curt.  386 ; 
Bahcock  V.  Wyman^  19  How.  299 ;  Russell  v.  Southard^  12  How. 
189.  Argument  to  support  that  rule  of  law  is  unnecessary,  as 
it  is  well  settled  by  authority,  but  the  evidence  to  prove  the 
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agreement  ought  to  be  clear  and  satisfactory,  as  the  rule  is  one 
of  an  exceptional  character  in  the  law  of  evidence.  Unquestion- 
ablj  the  issue  in  this  case  depends  entirelj  upon  the  credit  to  be 
given  to  the  party  who  made  the  conveyances,  in  a  case  where 
he  is  not  corroborated  by  any  act  or  word  done  or  spoken  by  the 
other  party. 

Attempt  is  made  to  show  that  he  is  corroborated  by  certain 
circumstances  in  the  case,  but  the  circiunstances  relied  upon 
are  too  remote  or  too  slight,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
to  have  any  substantial  weight  in  that  regard.  They  are  as 
follows :  1.  That  friendly  relations  had  existed  between  the 
parties  for  many  years ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  that  fact 
tends  to  show  that  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  a  deed 
absolute  on  its  face  should  be  held  merely  as  a  security  for 
money  loaned,  and  that  the  grantor  might  redeem  the  same  at 
any  future  period  of  time  during  his  natural  life.  Woodman 
admits  that  he  was  buying  and  selling  land-warrants  and  lands 
during  that  period,  and  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  he 
would  be  as  ready  and  willing  to  sell  to  a  friend  as  to  a  stranger, 
especially  as  it  appears  that  the  lands  in  question  cost  him  only 
about  one  dollar  per  acre.  Having  purchased  the  land  cheaply, 
it  is  quite  as  probable  that  he  might  be  willing  to  give  his  friend 
a  good  bargain  for  prompt  payment,  as  that  his  fi*iend  should 
agree  to  allow  him  an  inde&iite  and  unlimited  right  of  redemp- 
tion in  the  lands.  2.  That  the  grantee  paid  the  taxes.  The 
only  evidence  of  that  fact  is  found  in  his  own  testimony,  and 
if  credit  is  not  given  to  the  witness,  the  fact  is  not  established. 
Payment  of  the  taxes,  if  made  by  the  grantor,  could  have  easUy 
been  proved,  but  the  fact,  if  established,  would  not  amount 
to  much,  as  persons  holding  Western  lands  frequently  employ 
agents  to  pay  their  taxes.  8.  That  the  grantee  retained  the 
possession  of  the  original  deeds.  The  fact  as  shown  in  evi- 
dence is,  that  the  grantee  did  not  have  the  deed  first  described. 
On  the  contrary,  it  was  sent  to  the  registry  of  deeds,  where 
it  remained  for  a  long  time.  True,  he  states  in  his  deposition 
that  the  deeds  were  returned  to  him  as  soon  as  they  were  re- 
corded, and  that  they  were  retained  by  him,  and  remained  in 
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his  possession  until  the  appointment  of  his  assignees,  but  it 
appears  from  the  deposition  of  Augustine  Jones,  that  Woodman, 
in  August,  1870,  told  him  that  the  deeds  were  in  the  office 
of  the  registry  of  deeds  in  Iowa,  and  that  he  would  send  for 
them,  and  that  at  a  subsequent  time,  when  the  witness  called 
for  the  deeds,  he  told  him  that  they  had  not  arrived.  Super- 
added to  that,  is  the  letter  of  Woodman  to  that  witness,  dated 
September  8, 1870,  in  which  he  states  that  he  has  received  ^'  the 
original  deed  from  me  to  Governor  Andrew  of  the  Shelby  County 
land,  which  I  enclose  to  you  with  two  cancelled  agreements  " 
therein  described,  showing  that  the  pretence  that  he  had  the 
deeds  in  his  possession  all  the  time,  is  unfounded.  Such  a  pre- 
tence is  invoked,  as  showing  that  the  deeds  were  under  his 
control  as  the  real  owner  of  the  property,  but  the  pretence  being 
disproved,  it  tends  to  discredit  the  witness,  instead  of  confirming 
his  testimony.  Had  he  retained  the  deeds,  as  the  pretence  is  in 
his  testimony,  something  doubtless  might  be  inferred  from  that 
circumstance  in  support  of  the  theory  of  the  complainants,  but 
he  having  set  up  that  theory  in  his  examination,  in  chief,  and 
the  pretence  being  disproved,  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  cir- 
cumstance tends  to  discredit  the  grantor  as  a  witness,  especially 
as  it  is  not  shown  by  any  other  witness  that  ho  ever  claimed 
any  interest  in  the  land  during  the  lifetime  of  the  grantee,  or 
that  the  grantee  ever  in  any  way  recognized  the  pretence  that  he 
had  any  interest  in  the  lands. 

Nothing  certainly  can  be  inferred  in  support  of  the  theory  of 
the  complainants  from  the  character  of  the  supposed  transac- 
tion, as  the  story  is  quite  improbable  on  its  face.  It  is  that 
the  grantor  executed  an  absolute  deed  of  lands,  put  it  ou 
record  without  the  knowledge  of  the  grantee,  and  kept  it  a 
secret  from  him  for  the  period  of  three  years,  without  any* 
thing  to  show  that  the  deed  was  not  what  it  purported  to  be, 
both  of  the  parties  having  experience  as  conveyancers,  and 
being  well  aware  of  the  necessity  of  a  defeasance  of  some 
kind,  and  that  the  same  condition  of  things  was  continued  four 
years  longer,  after  the  grantee  was  informed  of  the  convey- 
ance, without  any  step  being  taken  by  either  party  to  supply  the 
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omission.  Such  men,  whether  friends  or  not,  would  not  be 
likely  to  leave  their  rights  in  such  uncertainty.  Much  strength 
is  added  to  that  view  from  the  fact  that  the  grantor  from  Sep- 
tember, 1866,  to  March  20,  1867,  was  not  indebted  to  the 
grantee  at  all,  and  yet,  as  the  theory  of  the  complainants  is,  the 
title  was  allowed  to  stand  in  the  name  of  the  grantee  as  a  secu- 
rity for  indebtedness,  when  nothing  was  due  to  the  party  holding 
the  absolute  estate.  Debtors  are  frequently  negligent  in  procur- 
ing a  renewal  of  an  expiring  defeasance  in  cases  where  they 
have  been  in  fault  in  not  making  the  stipulated  payments  to 
their  creditor,  but  when  the  whole  incumbrance  is  paid,  they 
are  much  less  likely  to  remain  quiet  without  some  written  assur- 
ance that  their  rights  will  be  respected. 

Administration  on  the  estate  of  the  grantee  was  first  granted  to 
William  Rogers,  and  it  appears  that  the  grantor  in  those  deeds 
was  one  of  the  appraisers.    Jones  was  the  other,  and  he  testi- 
fies that  Woodman  never,  in  any  of  their  consultations,  stated, 
that  his  notes  to  the  intestate  were  in  any  way  secured,  and  ii 
does  not  appear  that  he  made  any  such  disclosure  when,  at 
subsequent  period,  he  was  appointed  administrator  (/<f  honin  of  th< 
same  estate.     In  his  deposition  he  states  that  when  these  dee< 
were  executed,  he  was  indebted  to  the  grantee  in  the  sum  befon 
mentioned,  which  was  secured  by  the  conveyances,  but  Jon^ 
says  that  in  their  conferences  as  appraisers,  he  never  mentionefcizid 
that  the  notes  were  secured,  that  he  did  say,  at  another  time    ^s, 
that  the  deeds  were  given  to  secure  the  sum  of  $7,000,  and  tha^-^it 
it  was  agreed   at  the   time   the   deeds  were  made,  that  the^  ^^ 
should  be  security  for  that  sum.     Contradictory  statements  kt^^^jk^ 
certainly  calculated  to  impair  the  credit  of  a  witness,  and  it  i.  m:    is 
clear  that  the  statement  that  such  an  agreement  was  made  a^^  &^ 
the  time  the  deeds  were  made,  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  hlf^  .^nis 
testimony  given  in   the  case,  that  thfi  grantee  did   not  hav-^^^-ive 
any  knowledge  of  the  deeds  for  three  years  after  they  wer:*'  ^re 
made  and  forwarded  to  be  recorded.     His  statements  also  t#^       to 
Jones   are  inconsistent  with  each  other,  as  at  another  tinru^nmo 
he  told  him  that  the  land   conveyed  was  worth  just  ehow^'^out 
$ 8,000,  which  was  the  amount  borrowed  of  the  grantee,  m     ^iiif 
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^hat  after  1860  he  never  owed  the  grantee  less  than  that 
unount,  which  cannot  be  true,  if  he  is  to  be  believed,  as  he 
lestifies  that  he  owed  him  nothing  from  September,  1866,  to 
Ifarch  20, 1867,  as  before  explained.  H^  is  also  contradicted 
n  other  particulars.  He  told  Jones  he  paid  the  interest  regu- 
arly,  that  he  took  no  receipts,  and  that  the  notes  with  the 
ndorsements  of  interest  were  all  destroyed.  Interest  was  not 
»aid  as  there  stated,  as  conclusively  appears  from  the  letter 
»f  the  grantee,  dated  December,  1862,  to  the  grantor,  which  is 
in  exhibit  in  the  case.  When  cross-examined  in  respect  to 
hose  exhibits.  Woodman  admitted  that  they  showed  that  he 
lid  not  pay  interest  from  December  1,  1862,  to  March,  1867, 
k  period  of  more  than  four  years.  Important  parts  of  the  rela- 
ion  he  gives  of  his  dealings  with  the  grantee,  are  materially 
irroneous,  if  not  wilfully  false.  He  claims  that  his  exhibit  of 
hose  matters  is  taken  from  his  note-book,  and  that  the  state* 
nent  shows  the  true  state  of  his  indebtedness,  but  the  admin- 
strator  produces  a  largo  number  of  notes  and  checks  to  the 
imount  of  $1,300,  to  which  the  witness  does  not  allude  in  his 
iccount,  which  goes  very  far  to  show  that  no  reliance  can  be 
>laced  in  his  statements  as  to  their  dealings,  or  the  amount  he 
>wed  the  grantee  when  the  deeds  were  given.  Witnesses  are  no 
onger  excluded  on  account  of  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit, 
mt  the  proof  of  interest  affects  the  credit  of  the  witness  now, 
IS  well  as  before,  the  passage  of  the  act  not  changing  the  rule 
n  that  regard,  as  it  shows  that  the  witness  is  not  impartial,  that 
le  has  a  motive  to  color  his  statements  or  to  suppress  the  truth 
>r  to  state  what  is  false. 

Woodman  is  not  impartial,  though  decreed  to  be  a  bankrupt 
i>efore  he  testified,  as  he  was  a  defaulter  to  a  large  amount  to  the 
3state  of  the  deceased  grantee,  from  which  he  could  not  obtain  a 
iischarge  in  the  bankrupt  court.  No  debt  created  by  the  fraud 
or  embezzlement  of  iho  bankrupt,  or  by  his  defalcation  as  a  public 
officer,  or  while  acting  in  any  fiduciary  character,  can  be  discharged 
by  the  bankrupt  court  in  any  case.  14  Sta.t.  at  Large,  538. 
As  administrator  of  the  estate,  he  is  a  defaulter  to  the  amount  of 
16,759.89,  for  which  he  cannot  be  discharged  under  the  bank- 
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rupt  act,  but  if  he  can  establish  the  theory  that  those  deeds  are 
mortgages,  and  compel  the  legal  representatives  to  get  the  paj 
for  the  claim  out  of  those  lands,  he  will  be  relieved  from  that 
'liability  and  embarrassment.     Something  also  is  due  to  the 
absolute  denials  of  the  answer,  in  which  the  respondents  not 
only  deny  that  the  real  estate  was  conveyed  as  a  security  for 
any  indebtedness,  but  aver  their  belief  that  the   deeds  were 
made  as  absolute  conveyances  and  not  as  a  security.     Adminis- 
trators and  heirs  cannot  be  supposed,  in  such  a  case,  to  have 
personal  knowledge  upon  the  subject,  but  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  warrants  the  conclusion  that  in  such  a  case  the 
complainant  is  not  entitled  to  decree  upon  the  uncorroborated 
testimony  of  a  single  witness,  certainly  not,  unless  his  state- 
ments are  positive  and  the  witness  appears  to  be  without  bias, 
prejudice,  or  interest  adverse  to  the  respondent.     Carpenter  v. 
Insurance    Co,y  4  How.   218.      Grave  doubts  are  entertained 
whether  a  decree  in  such  a  case  ought  ever  to  be  made  upon  ibe 
uncorroborated  testimony  of  the  grantor,  but  it  is  not  necessaiy 
to  decide  that  point,  as  the  court  is  clearly  of  opinion  that  such 
a  decree  ought  not  to  be  made  where  it  appears  tliat  the  witness 
is  interested  adversely  to  the  respondent,  is  contradicted  by 
another  witness,  and  has  himself  given  false  and  contradictoij 
accounts  of  various  matters  material  to  the  issue,  and,  especiaU/, 
where  it  appears  that  the  claim  has  been  long  delayed  and  was 
never  made  in  the  lifetime  of  the  grantee.     Claims  of  the  kind 
are  easily  made,  and  unless  full  proof  is  required  to  sustain  them, 
it  is  to  be  feared  that  the  estates  of  dead  men  will  afford  much 
less  comfort  and  support  to  their  widows  and  minor  children 
than  the  decedents  supposed  the  estates  would,  while  they  were 
expending  their  strength  in  toil  and  industry  to  earn  and  sare 
the  property  for  that  purpose. 
Decree  reversed  and  bill  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Jonathan  Amobt  v.  Amos  A.  Lawbence,  Thomas  J.  Gooudob, 
Sarah  Lawrence,  wife  of  Amos  A.,  Hettt  Gooudge,  wife  of 
Thomas  J.,  Wiluam  Appleton,  Charles  H.  Appleton,  and 
Thomas  C.  Amort. 

Ifeis  the  settled  rnle  in  the  Federal  courts  that  oral  eridence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a 
deed  absolate  on  its  face  was  intended  as  a  mortgage. 

The  complainant  being  indebted  in  a  Inrge  sum,  conveyed  certain  real  estate  to  one  Otis, 
npon  an  agreement  witli  one  Appleton,  that  he  sliould  pay  the  amount  due  tlie  com- 
plainant*s  creditors,  and  take  a  transfer  of  the  property  conveyed,  and  account  to  the 
complainant  for  the  balance  left  of  the  property  after  he  had  paid  hlmf^clf  the  amount 
advanced,  and  interest  The  trustee  was  to  hold  the  property  as  security  for  the  money 
advanced.  Iltld:  The  conveyance,  though  absolute  on  its  face,  was,  under  the  decis- 
ions of  the  Supreme  Court,  a  mortgage. 

After  the  trustee  had  been  repaid,  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  in  the  trnstee*8 
hands  was  a  debt  or  liability  not  under  seal,  for  which  the  tru.^tee  was  responsible  to  the 
complainant,  and  as  such,  constituted  a  good  cause  of  an  action  of  contract  or  suit  ia 
Equity. 

Bat  the  claim  in  this  case  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Tlie  construction  given  to  State  Statutes  of  Limitations,  by  the  courts  of  the  States  in 
which  such  Statutes  are  enacted,  furnish  the  rule  of  decision  in  the  Federal  courts  in 
cases  where  they  apply. 

The  Courts  of  Equity  in  Massachusetts  apply  the  Statute  of  Limitation  in  suits  in  equity. 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  in  this  case  began  to  apply  when  the  complainant  first  became 
aware  that  the  trustee  had  been  repaid  for  his  advances  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
or  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  conveyed  to  him,  and  knew  what  his  rights  in 
the  premises  were. 

The  claim  against  the  executors  of  the  deceased  trustee,  for  the  balance  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustee  of  moneys  collected  in  execution  of  the  trust,  beyond  the  amount  advanced  and 
interest,  was  held  to  be  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the  complainant  having 
known,  twelve  years  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  that  the  trustee  had  been  repaid  for  sach 
advance  and  interest. 

Where  an  absolute  deed  is  intended  as  a  mortgage,  a  subsequent  purchaser  with  notice, 
stands  in  the  place  of  the  equitable  mortgagee. 

Six  years  is  no  bar  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  nor  is  the  plea  of  laches  any  defence  to  the  snit, 
unless  they  are  shown  to  have  extended  to  the  period  of  twenty  years. 

Courts  of  Equity,  in  the  case  of  a  mortgagor  coming  to  redeem,  have  fixed  upon  the  term 
of  twenty  years  after  forfeiture  and  possession  taken  by  the  mortgagee,  no  Interest 
having  been  paid  in  the  mean  time,  and  with  no  circumstances  accounting  for  the  neg- 
lect, as  a  period  beyond  which  the  right  of  redemption  shall  not  be  favored. 

Lapse  of  twenty  years  without  any  recognition  of  the  complainant's  rights  to  redeem  the 
mortgaged  promises,  consisting  of  the  undivided  seventh  part  of  the  dower  estate  of  tha 
complainant's  mother,  and  which  the  trustee  in  his  lifetime  conveyed  to  the  last  named 
respondent,  was  not  shown  in  this  case. 

In  this  case,  the  property  covered  by  the  complainant's  claim  against  the  tmstee  (which 
claim  the  complainant  purchased  from  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy),  was  property  not 
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taken  possession  of  by  the  assignee,  to  which  the  title  of  the  bankrupt  is  good  against 
all  the  world,  except  the  assignee  or  any  one  to  whom  he  might  conrey. 

An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  is  not  bound  to  take  property  which  may  be  onerous  to  the 
estate,  or  burden  instead  of  benefit  it.  If  he  does  not  talca  it  it  remains  in  the  bank- 
rupt. 

After  the  lapse  of  years,  in  this  case,  the  court  held  that  the  conclusion  must  be  that  the 
assignee  elected  not  to  take  possession  of  certain  property  of  which  the  complainant 
when  a  bankrupt  took  an  assignment  as  set  forth  in  the  bill. 

Reasonable  presumptions  are  admitted  by  a  demurrer,  as  well  as  matters  expressly  alleged. 

The  allegation  in  the  bill  was  sufficient,  although  it  did  not  state  that  the  assignment  of  the 
claim  against  the  trustee  was  under  au  order  of  Court  first  made,  because  the  presump- 
tion is  tlint  such  sale  was  mode  in  conformity  to  such  an  order,  and  because,  indepen- 
dently of  the  assignment,  the  bankrupt's  title  was  good  against  all  the  world  if  the 
assignee  elected  not  to  take  the  property  as  not  beneficial  to  the  state. 

Waiver  by  the  bill  of  oath  in  the  answer,  amounts  to  nothing  unless  accepted  by  the  re- 
spondents. 

Bill  in  equity  praying  for  an  account  from  the  executors  of 
William  Appleton  of  certain  real  and  personal  estate  conveyed 
by  the  complainant  to  said  William  Appleton  during  his  life,  and 
of  the  receipts  derived  therefrom,  either  from  its  sale  or  as  in- 
come, and  that  said  executors  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the 
complainant  all  such  sums  as  might  be  found  due  him  on  such 
accounting.  The  bill  also  prayed  that  one  of  the  respondents, 
Thomas  C.  Amory,  might  be  decreed  to  account  for  and  pay  to 
the  complainant  certain  rents,  profits,  and  receipts  derived  from 
certain  real  estate  alleged  to  have  been  conveyed  to  said  Thomas 
C.  Amory  by  said  decedent,  William  Appleton,  and  to  reconvey 
said  real  estate  to  complainant. 

The  complainant  being  indebted  in  the  sum  of  $10,000  to 
Isaac  Coffin,  on  July  26, 1831,  conveyed  to  William  F.  Otis  cer- 
tain real  and  personal  property,  including  his  reversionary  inter- 
est in  the  dower  set  ofif  to  his  mother  in  his  father's  estate. 
That  conveyance  was  made  upon  an  agreement  with  William 
Appleton,  deceased,  that  he  should  pay  the  amount  due  to  his 
creditor,  and  take  a  transfer  of  the  property  conveyed,  and  ac- 
count to  the  complainant  for  the  balance  left  of  the  property 
after  he  had  repaid  himself  the  amount  advanced  for  the  transfer 
and  interest.  In  1832  the  complainant  with  his  family  removed 
to  New  York  and  remained  there  until  1842,  when  he  returned 
to  Massachusetts. 

In  1840,  while  residing  in  New  York,  he  failed  in  business  and 
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I  the  following  year  went  into  bankruptcy  and  obtained  a  cer- 
ficate  of  discbarge  in  1858.  Until  the  year  1860  he  was  igno- 
int  whether  the  decedent  Appleton  had  been  paid  or  not,  what  he 
ad  advanced  on  the  complainant's  account,  but  he  believed  as 
Etrly  as  1847  that  he  had  been  paid  the  full  amount.  The  com- 
lainant's  mother  died  in  1847,  and  one  seventh  of  the  estate  held 
f  her  as  dower  reverted  to  the  decedent.  The  complainant's 
onfidence  in  the  decedent,  Appleton,  remained  undiminished, 
9  he  did  not  know  the  amount  he  had  realized  from  the  personal 
state,  nor  what  disposition  he  had  made  of  his  share  of  his 
ither's  real  estate ;  but  when  he  became  convinced  that  Apple- 
)n  intended  to  retain  his,  the  complainant's  share,  in  the  dower 
state,  his  confidence  was  much  shaken,  and  he  then  requested 
le  decedent  to  render  his  account  of  his  receipts  from  the  prop- 
rty  so  conveyed  by  the  complainant.  They  had  before  that 
ime  frequently  spoken  of  the  trust  property,  and  Appleton  had 
ever  intimated  that  he  did  not  intend  to  account  for  the  pro- 
9eds,  and  when  he  requested  the  account,  the  decedent  recog- 
ized  his  right,  but  would  not  agree  definitely  to  make  the 
ccount.  Appleton  told  the  complainant  that  it  would  be  impos- 
ible  to  tell  what  the  receipts  would  be  until  his  share  in  his 
ither's  estate  was  all  sold,  and  intimated  that  the  property 
rould  not  sell  for  more  than  enough  to  pay  him  the  decedent. 

Repeated  requests  were  made  for  the  account,  but  the  requests 
rere  always  refused,  the  decedent  asserting  that  he  had  not 
een  paid  the  amount  advanced.  After  his  failure,  the  complain- 
nt  was  in  reduced  circumstances,  and  dependent  upon  his 
riends  for  a  considerable  portion  of  the  income  necessary  for  his 
nd  his  family's  support.  Small  amounts  were  paid  by  the  dece- 
ent  prior  to  1850,  and  at  that  time  in  consequence  of  complain- 
nt's  demands  for  an  account,  the  decedent  agreed  to  pay  the 
omplainant  $600  per  annum,  which  has  ever  since  been  paid. 

In  1860  he  was  enabled  to  have  an  examination  made  of  the 
ccounts,  and  being  advised  to  purchase  from  his  assignees  in 
»ankruptcy  his  claim  against  the  decedent,  he  ^^  accordingly 
irocured  an  assignment "  of  the  same,  and  ho  then  ascertained 
lie  accounts  to  be  as  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  which 
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showed  that  he  was  justly  entitled  to  a  large  balance  beyond  the 
amount  advanced  and  interest.  In  1882  the  decedent  paid  the 
complainant  $5,000,  in  1842  $400,  in  1856  $1,600,  in  1858 
$600,  annually  as  agreed,  making  an  amount  not  exceeding 
10,000.  The  income  derived  from  the  property  held  in  trust, 
must  have  been  at  least  $  20,000,  and  the  net  receipts  of  the 
decedent  beyond  his  advances,  at  least  $  5,000  up  to  1862,  when 
the  account  closed,  as  stated  in  the  bill.  The  complainant  caused 
a  statement  of  the  whole  matter  to  be  made,  and  sent  to  those 
most  interested  in  his  welfare,  hoping  that  publicity  would  force 
the  decedent,  then  alive,  to  do  him  justice,  but  his  friends  being 
opposed  to  bis  cause,  refused  him  any  aid,  without  which  it  was 
impossible  for  him  to  proceed  to  suit.  On  the  27th  of  January, 
1862,  the  decedent  conveyed  one  seventh  of  certain  real  estate 
to  complainant's  brother,  Thomas  G.  Amory,  which  estate  was 
worth  at  least  $  15,000,  and  at  the  time  of  tlie  conveyance  the 
grantee  had  full  knowledge  that  the  grantor  held  the  same 
trustee  for  the  complainant,  and  that  the  complainant  was  doin, 
all  in  his  power  to  recover  it. 

In  1862  the  trustee,  William  Appleton,  died,  and  before  hi^ 
death  caused  the  complainant,  through  Thomas  C.  Amory,  to  be 
informed  that  he  had  left  with  his  executors  a  file  of  papers  re» 
lating  to  his  rights  of  property  conveyed  to  the  decedent,  and 
that  his  executors  had  directions  to  see  that  his,  complainant'^^ 
rights  were  acknowledged,  and  that  the  property  was  restored  to 
him.     Expressions  of  regret  on  the  part  of  the  trustee,  were  abo 
conveyed  to  the  complainant,  that  justice  to  him  had  been  de- 
layed until  it  was  impossible  for  the  trustee  to  settle  the  mattsr 
personally  with  the  complainant. 

The  complainant  called  the  attention  of  the  executors  s&d 
devisees  to  the  matter,  but  they  refused  to  investigate  his  claiiD« 

Such  were  the  facts  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint. 

The  respondents  filed  three  demurrers  to  the  bill. 
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The  Demurrer  of  Amos  A.  Lawrence,  Thomas  Jefferson 
CoouDGE,  William  Appleton,  and  Charles  H.  Appleton, 

CERTAIN    OF    THE    DEFENDANTS    NAMED  IN  SAID    BILL,   AS  THEY 

ARE  THE  Executors  of  the  will  of  Wiluam  Appleton, 

DECEASED. 

These  defendants,  by  protestation  not  confessing  or  acknowl- 
edging all  or  any  of  the  matter  and  things  in  the  said  complain- 
ant's bill  contained,  to  be  true  in  manner  and  form,  as  the  &ame 
are  therein  and  thereby  set  forth  and  alleged,  do  demur  to  the 
said  bill,  and  for  causes  of  demurrer  show  — 

FiriU  That  the  complainant  hath  not  in  and  by  his  said  bill, 
made  or  stated  such  a  case  as  entitles  him  in  a  Court  of  Equity 
to  any  discovery  from  these  defendants,  or  relief  against  them  as 
to  the  matters  contained  in  said  bill  or  any  of  them. 

Second.  That  the  complainant,  in  and  by  his  said  bill,  in 
violation  of  law  and  the  rules  of  this  Court,  deprives  the  defend- 
ants of  their  right  of  answering  under  oath. 

Wherefore,  and  for  divers  other  good  causes  of  demurrer  ap- 
pearing in  the  said  bill,  the  said  defendants  do  demur  thereto, 
and  pray  the  judgment  of  this  honorable  Court,  whether  they 
shall  be  compelled  to  make  any  further  answer  to  said  bill,  and 
humbly  pray  to  be  hence  dismissed. 

The  Demurrer  of  William  Appleton,  Charles  H.  Appleton, 
S.  E.  Appleton,  Hetty  S.  Cooudge,  certain  of  the  Depend- 
ants named  in  said  Bill,  as  they  are  Devisees  and  Lega- 
tees UNDER  THE  WiLL  OF  SAID  WiLLIAM  APPLETON,  DECEASED. 

These  defendants  by  protestation  not  confessing  or  acknowl- 
edging all  or  any  of  the  things  in  the  complainant's  bill  con- 
tained, to  be  true  in  manner  and  form,  as  the  same  are  therein 
set  forth  and  alleged,  do  demur  to  said  bill,  and  for  cause  of 
demurrer  show  — 

Fir%t,  That  the  complainant  hath  not,  in  and  by  his  said  bill, 
made  or  stated  such  a  case  as  entitles  him  in  a  Court  of  Equity 
to  any  discovery  from  these  defendants,  or  relief  against  them 
as  to  the  matters  contained  in  said  bill  or  any  of  them. 
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Second.  That  the  complainant,  in  and  by  his  said  bill,  in 
violation  of  law  and  the  rules  of  this  court,  deprives  the  defend- 
ants of  their  right  of  answering  under  oath. 

That  it  appears,  in  and  by  said  bill,  that  it  is  exhibited  against 
certain  persons  as  executors  of  the  will  of  William  Appleton, 
deceased,  and  against  these  defendants  as  devisees  and  legatees 
under  said  will,  and  these  defendants,  as  such  devisees  and  lega- 
tees, are  improperly  joined  as  parties  defendant  to  said  bill. 

Wherefore,  and  for  divers  other  good  causes  of  demurrer  ap- 
pearing in  the  said  bill,  the  said  defendants  do  demur  thereto, 
and  pray  the  judgment  of  this  honorable  court,  whether  they 
shall  be  compelled  to  make  any  further  answer  to  said  bill,  and 
humbly  pray  to  be  hence  dismissed  with  their  reasonable  costs 
in  this  behalf  sustained. 

The  Demurrer  of  Thomas  C.  Amort,  one  of  the  Defendants 

NAMED  IN  SAID  BiLL. 

This  defendant,  by  protestation  not  confessing  or  acknowledg- 
ing all  or  any  of  the  matters  and  things  in  the  said  complainant's 
bill  contained  to  be  tnie  in  manner  and  form,  as  the  same  are 
therein  and  thereby  set  forth  and  alleged,  dotli  demur  to  said 
bill  and  for  causes  of  demurrer  showeth  — 

First.  That  the  complainant  hath  not  in  and  by  his  said  bill 
made  or  stated  such  a  case  as  entitles  him  in  a  Court  of  Equity 
to  any  discovery  from  this  defendant  or  relief  against  him  as  to 
the  matters  contained  in  said  bill  or  any  of  them. 

Second.  That  the  complainant  in  and  by  his  said  bill,  in  viola- 
tion of  law  and  the  rules  of  this  court,  deprives  the  defendant  of 
his  right  of  answering  under  oath. 

Wherefore,  and  for  divers  other  good  causes  of  demurrer  ap- 
pearing in  said  bill,  this  defendant  doth  demur  thereto,  and 
prays  the  judgment  of  this  honorable  court,  whether  he  shall  be 
compelled  to  make  any  further  answer  to  said  bill,  and  humbly 
prays  to  be  hence  dismissed  with  his  reasonable  costs  in  this 
behalf  sustained. 

B.  F.  Butler^  Bumpus  and  Johnson^  for  complainant. 

Sidney  Bartlett  and  C.  A.  Welchy  for  respondents. 
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GuFFOBD,  J.  Admitted  as  the  matters  well  pleaded  in  the 
bill  of  complaint  are  by  the  demurrers,  the  only  question  is  as  to 
their  legal  effect.  Several  objections  are  taken  to  the  right  of 
the  complainant  to  a  decree,  wliich  will  be  briefly  considered  in 
the  following  order. 

That  the  claim  is  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  the  trust  was 
not  created  or  declared  by  an  instrument  in  writing,  signed  by 
the  party  creating  or  declaring  the  same,  as  it  is  settled  law  in 
this  State,  that  no  trust  can  be  created  or  declared  except  by 
such  an  instrument. 

That  the  claim  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  which 
enacts  that  all  actions  of  contract,  founded  upon  any  contract  or 
liability  not  under  seal,  express  or  implied,  with  certain  excep- 
tions not  material  to  be  noticed,  shall  be  commenced  within  six 
years  next  after  the  cause  of  action  accrues  and  not  afterwards. 
Mass.  Gen.  Stat.  777. 

That  if  the  claim  is  not  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
still,  it  is  barred  by  the  laches  of  the  complainant,  and  those 
through  whom  he  claims. 

That  the  bill  of  complaint  fails  to  show  that  the  complainant 
is  entitled  to  any  relief,  because  it  is  not  alleged  that  he  acquired 
a  good  title  from  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy. 

That  the  cause  of  action  is  barred  by  the  two  years'  limitation 
in  the  bankrupt  act,  under  which  the  certificate  of  discharge  was 
obtained. 

That  the  bill  of  complaint  is  demurrable,  because  the  com- 
plainant attempted  to  deprive  the  respondents  of  their  right  to 
answer  under  oath  contrary  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  court 
existing  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill. 

Much  discussion  of  the  first  question  is  unnecessary,  as  it  de- 
pends at  this  day  entirely  upon  authority.  Undoubtedly  the 
objection  would  prevail  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State, 
but  the  rule  in  equity  is  different  in  the  Federal  courts,  as  ap- 
pears by  numerous  decided  cases.  Whether  oral  evidence  is 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  deed,  absolute  on  its 
face,  was  intended  as  a  mortgage,  was  directly  presented  in  the 
case  of  Wyman  v.  Babcockj  2  Curt.  898,  and  the  decision  of  the 
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court  was  that  such  evidence  is  admissible  for  that  purpose ;  and 
that  the  statute  of  frauds  is  no  bar  to  the  admission  of  the  evi- 
dence where  it  is  offered  to  show  that  such  a  deed  was  intended 
as  a  mortgage.  Twenty  years  earlier  Judge  Story  decided  the 
question  the  same  way  in  the  case  of  Taylor  y.  Luther,  2  Sum. 
232 ;  holding  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  Statute  of  Frauds  ren- 
dering parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  that  an  absolute  deed 
was  intended  as  a  mortgage,  and  that  the  defeasance  bad  been 
omitted  or  destroyed  by  fraud  or  mistake,  or  omitted  by  design 
upon  mutual  confidence  between  the  parties.  He  examined  the 
question  upon  principle  and  authority,  and  gave  his  reasons  for  iiie 
conclusion,  and  ten  years  later  in  the  case  ot  Jenkins  v.  Eldredgt, 
8  Story  293,  he  reaffirmed  the  same  position  after  giving  the 
question  a  very  elaborate  consideration.  Repeated  decisions  oi 
the  Supreme  Court  have  affirmed  the  same  rule,  and  it  may  non 
be  regarded  as  settled  in  all  the  Federal  courts.  Conway  v 
Alexander^  7  Cran.  238 ;  Spriggs  v.  Mount  Pleasant  Bank^  1 
Pet.  201 ;  Morris  v.  Nixon,  1  How.  126 ;  Russell  v.  Southard,  1  5 
How.  139 ;  Bahcoch  v.  Wyman,  19  How.  299. 

Two  questions  are  involved  in  the  second  proposition  of  tbe 
defence  which,  inasmuch  as  separate  demurrers  are  filed,  most 
be  separately  considered.    1.  Whether  the  claim  of  the  com- 
plainant against  the  executors  of  the  trustee,  for  the  income  and 
receipts  from  the  sale  of  the  trust  property  in  the  lifetime  of  tbe 
trustee,  other  than  the  undivided  parcel  conveyed  to  the  last- 
named  respondent,  is  or  is  not  barred  as  assumed  by  the  execu- 
tors, in  their  demurrer.    2.  Whether  the  right  to  redeem  the 
undivided  seventh  part  of  the  property  conveyed  by  the  trustee 
to  the  last-named  respondent  is  not  also  barred  by  lapse  of  time, 
as  assumed  by  that  respondent.    Before  examining  those  ques- 
tions, however,  it  becomes  necessary  to  ascertain  more  definitely 
what  was  the  real  nature  of  the  original  transaction,  and  for  that 
purpose  reference  need  only  be  made  to  the  bill  of  complaint,  bs 
all  the  well-pleaded  allegations  of  the  same  are  admitted  by  the 
several  demurrers.     Schedules  of  the  property,  as  the  complain- 
ant alleges,  were  prepared  under  the  direction  of  the  trustee,  it 
being  agreed  that  he,  the  complainant,  should  not  part  with  aoj 
of  his  property  until  the  trusted  had  made  the  arrangement 
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to  pay  the  f  10,000  to  the  complainant's  creditor,  that  he  made 
llie  transfer  of  his  entire  property  as  agreed,  it  being  clearly  and 
listinctly  understood  between  him  and  the  trustee,  that  the  lat- 
ter was  to  hold  the  property  simply  as  security  for  the  f  10,000 
to  be  advanced  by  the  trustee,  and  that  he,  the  trustee,  was  to 
iccount  for  the  balance  as  soon  as  he  should  be  repaid  the 
imount  advanced,  with  interest.  Payment  was  accordingly 
[nade  to  the  creditor,  the  property  conveyed  to  the  person  de- 
signated, and  ultimately  transferred  to  the  trustee,  and  the  whole 
transaction  perfected  as  agreed  between  the  complainant  and 
the  trustee.  Viewed  in  the  light  of  the  decisions  of  the  Federal 
Courts,  the  conveyance  beyond  all  doubt,  though  absolute  on  its 
face,  was  a  mortgage.  Wyman  v.  Bdbcock^  2  Curt.  898 ;  Babcock 
1.  Wyman,  19  How.  299. 

Assume  the  allegations  of  both  to  be  correct,  and  it  appears 
;hat  the  trustee  was  fully  paid  prior  to  1860,  and  the  complainant 
idmits  that  in  that  year  it  came  to  his  knowledge  not  only  that 
;he  trustee  was  fully  paid,  but  that  he  had  in  his  hands  a  large 
)alance  derived  from  receipts  for  the  property  sold,  and  the  rents 
ind  profits  of  the  property  which  was  due  to  the  complainant. 
VHiatever  that  balance  was  beyond  the  sum  advanced  and  inter- 
est was  a  debt  or  liabiliiy  not  under  seal,  for  which  the  trustee 
iras  responsible  to  the  complainant,  and  as  such  constituted  a 
;ood  cause  for  an  action  of  contract  or  a  suit  in  equity.  Wyman 
r.  Babcock^  2  Curt.  401 ;  same  case,  19  How.  300.  Such  actions 
ure  barred  by  the  six  years'  limitation,  and  the  court  is  of  the 
>pinion  that  the  claim  against  the  executors  is  barred  by  that 
imitation.  Mass.  Gen.  Stat.  777.  State  statutes  of  limitation 
tnd  the  construction  of  the  same  as  given  by  the  courts  of  the 
Jtato  furnish  the  rule  of  decision  in  the  Federal  Courts  in  cases 
^here  they  apply.  Leffingwell  v.  Warren,  2  Black.  599.  Courts 
)i  equity  in  this  State  apply  the  Statute  of  Limitations  in 
luch  cases  in  suits  in  equity  to  the  same  effect  as  they  are  ap- 
)lied  in  actions  at  law.  Farnham  v.  Brooks,  9  Pick.  212 ; 
Dodge  v.  Ins.  Co.,  12  Gray  71.  Rights  concealed  by  the  tmstee 
ire  not  subject  to  such  a  rule  of  limitation ;  but  it  appears  that 
he  complainant  knew  what  his  rights  were  in  that  regard,  twelve 
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years  before  the  bill  was  filed,  as  well  as  he  knew  what  they  were 
when  the  bill  was  framed,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  statute  com- 
menced to  run,  so  far  as  respects  the  balance  in  the  bands  of  the 
trustee,  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  property,  or  from  the  rents 
and  profits  collected  beyond  the  amount  advanced,  and  interest, 
when  the  party  seeking  relief  became  fully  acquainted  with  Uie 
facts,  and  knew  what  his  rights  werd  in  the  premises.    Perry  on 
Trusts,  §  230 ;  Pritchard  v.  Chandler,  2  Curt.  488,  Angell  on  Lim. 
(2d  ed.)  176  ;  Kane  v.  Bloodgood,  7  Johns.  Ch.  90  ;   HalletY.  Col 
IvM,  10  How.  174 ;  Boone  v.  Cheldt,  10  Pet.  177  ;  Finney  v.  Cochr 
ran,  1  Watts.  &  S.  118.     Governed  by  these  considerations,  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  claim  against  the  executors  for 
the  balance  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee  for  moneys  collected  in 
execution  of  the  trust  beyond  the  amount  advanced,  and  in- 
terest, is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  having  come 
to  that  conclusion,  it  follows  that  the  claim  against  the  devisees 
of  the  decedent  trustee  is  without  any  foundation.    Attempt  is 
made  to  show  that  the  limitation  of  six  years  should  not  be 
applied  in  this  case,  as  the  trustee  died  in  1862,  but  that  sug- 
gestion cannot  relieve  the  complainant  from  the  bar,  as  the 
case  is  controlled  by  §  10  of  the  State  limitation  act,  which  in 
that  state  of  the  case  only  extends  the  time  for  bringing  the 
action  for  the  period  of  two  years  next  after  the  grant  of  letters 
testamentary  or  of  administration.     Mass.  Gen.  Stat.  778.    Sug- 
gestion is  also  made  that  the  bill  may  be  sustained  against  the 
executors  as  a  mere  naked  bill  of  discovery ;  but  the  court  is 
of  a  dififerent  opinion,  for  two  reasons.   1.  Because  the  executors 
in  the  further  prosecution  of  the  bill  against  the  other  respondent 
of  the  decree,  or  for  the  complainant,  are  competent  vritnesses  for 
either  party.     2.  Because  the  complainant  has  been  guiltjof* 
laches  in  bringing  his  bill  which  may  well  be  taken  into  the 
account  in  determining  that  question. 

Besides  the  money  demand  against  the  executors  and  de- 
visees of  the  trustee,  the  complainant  also  claims  to  redeem  the 
mortgaged  premises  so  far  as  respects  the  undivided  seventh  pari 
of  the  dower  estate  which  the  trustee  in  his  lifetime  conveyed  to 
the  last-named  respondent.    Evidently  that  claim  rests  upon 
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entirely  different  principles  from  the  money  demand  against 
the  other  respondents,  as  the  property  exists  in  specie  without 
change,  and  is  held  by  the  grantee  of  the  trustee  who  made 
the  purchase,  and  took  the  conveyance  of  the  property  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  trust  and  of  the  rights  of  the  complainant 
under  the  original  arrangement  whereby  the  title  of  his  grantor 
was  acquired.  Where  an  absolute  deed  is  intended  as  a  mort- 
gage, a  subsequent  purchaser  with  notice  stands  in  the  place  of 
the  equitable  mortgagee.  Williams  v.  Thom^  11  Page,  459 ;  Vat- 
Her  V.  Hinds^  7  Pet.  253  ;  Everett  v.  Stone  et  ah^  8  Story,  446. 

Six  years  is  no  bar  to  a  claim  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  nor  is 
the  plea  of  laches  any  defence  to  the  suit  unless  it  is  shown  to 
have  extended  to  a  period  of  twenty  years.    In  the  case  of  a 
mortgagor  coming  to  redeem,  courts  of  equity  have  by  analogy 
to  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  which  takes  away  the  right  of  entry 
of  the  plaintiff  after  twenty  years'  adverse  possession,  fixed  upon 
that  term  as  the  period  after  forfeiture  and  possesion  taken  by 
the  mortgagee,  no  interest  having  been  paid  in  the  mean  time, 
and  no  circumstances  to  account  for  the  neglect  appearing,  be- 
yond which  a  right  of  redemption  shall  not  be  favored.    Hughes 
V.  Edwards  J  9  Wheat  497 ;  Wyman  v.  Babcocky  2  Curt.  398 ; 
Dexter  v.  Amoldy  3  Sum.  156 ;  Elmendorf  v.  Taylor ^  10  Wheat. 
168;   4  Kent.  Com.  (11th  ed.)  187;    Demarest  v.   Wynkoop^ 
8  Johns.  Ch.  129.    Twenty  years  without  a  recognition  of  the 
rights  of  the  complainant  is  not  shown  in  this  case.    Numerous 
allegations  of  the  bill  contradict  any  such  theory,  and  show  that 
such  a  defence  in  the  present  state  of  the  pleadings  cannot  be 
sustained,  as  the  bill  alleges  that  in  1847  the  trustee  constantly 
recognized  the  rights  of  the  complainant,  and  told  him  in  sub- 
stance that  it  was  impossible  to  say  what  the  receipts  would  be 
until  his  share  in  his  father's  estate  was  all  sold,  that  he  also 
recognized  her  right  to  an  account,  but  would  not  agree  defi- 
nately  to  give  it,  intimating  that  the  property  would  not  amount 
to  more  than  enough  to  pay  him  what  he  advanced;  that  in 
1850  he  agreed  to  pay  him  f  600  annually,  which  has  ever  since 
been  paid ;  that  in  1856  he  paid  $  1,600,  and  $  600  in  1858,  which 
must  be  understood  as  a  sum  in  addition  to  annual  payment  under 
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the  prior  agreement.  Examined  in  the  light  of  the  declarations 
of  the  trustee  and  these  several  payments,  especially  the  pay- 
ment at  one  time  of  the  sum  of  $1,600,  it  is  impossible  to  adopt 
the  theory  that  the  rights  of  the  complainant  were  not  recog- 
nized by  the  trustee  within  the  period  covered  by  those  several 
allegations.  Sixteen  years  only  have  elapsed  since  the  large 
payment  of  S  1,600  was  made  by  the  trustee. 

Sufficient  has  already  been  remarked  in  disposing  of  the 
second  objection  of  the  respondent  to  show  that  the  third  objec- 
tion cannot  be  sustained,  and  it  is  accordingly  overruled. 

Objection  is  also  made  that  the  allegations  of  the  bill  are  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  complainant  acquired  a  good  title  to 
the  property  from  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy.     All  the  bill 
alleges  upon  the  subject  is  that  he  was  advised  to  purchase  from 
his  assignees  in  bankruptcy  his  claim  against  the  trustee,  and 
that  he  accordingly  procured  an  assignment.    Express  provision 
was  made  by  §  9  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  the  19th  of  August, 
1841,  that  all  sales,  transfers,  and  other  conveyances  of  the 
assignee  of  the  bankrupt's  property  and  rights  of  property  shall 
be  made  at  such  times  and  in  such  manner  as  shall  be  ordered 
and  appointed  by  the  Court  in  Bankruptcy,  and  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Massachusetts  decided  in  the  case  of  Osbom  v.  Bat 
terrain  4  Cush.  406,  that  the  sale  of  a  bankrupt's  real  estate 
imder  an  order  of  the  District  Court  in  which  no  time  or 
place  of  sale  was  fixed  by  the  court,  is  irregular  and  void.    In 
general,  when  a  sale  is  made  under  a  statute  power  said  Shaw, 
Ch.  J.,  it  must  appear  that  the  requisition  of  the  statute  as  con- 
ditions precedent  to  the  operation  of  the  power  to  pass  the 
estate,  have  been  complied  with.    When  the  title  to  real  estate  is 
solely  through  a  power,  it  must,  in  order  to  be  sustainable,  be 
proved  that  such  power  was  duly  executed^   Cleveland  v.  Boenm^ 
27  Barb.  254.    Title  was  claimed  it  will  be  seen  in  both  of  those 
cases  under  purchases  by  strangers  to  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  consequently  their  claim  of  title  rested  solely  upon 
the  assumption  that  the  power  to  sell  was  duly  executed  by  tbe 
assignee.    Unlike  what  occurred  in  those  cases,  the  purchase  in 
the  case  before  the  court  was  made  by  the  bankrupt,  whose  titl6| 
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in  the  case  of  onerous  property,  where  the  assignee  elects  not  to 
take  it  into  possession,  is  good  against  all  the  world,  except  the 
assignee  or  some  one  to  whom  he  conveyed  the  property.  Smith 
V.  Gordon^  6  Law  Rep.  817.  All  the  property  and  rights  of  prop- 
erty belonging  to  the  bankrupt,  unquestionably  pass  by  force  of 
the  decree  of  bankruptcy  to  the  assignee  by  operation  of  law, 
and  become  vested  in  him  as  soon  as  he  is  appointed.  But 
though  the  legal  title  passes  to  the  assignee,  he  is  not  boimd, 
said  Judge  Ware,  to  take  possession  of  all  the  property.  Lease- 
hold estates  pass  to  the  assignee  under  the  English  bankrupt 
laws,  but  the  assignee  is  not  bound  to  take  the  lease  and  charge 
the  estate  with  the  payment  of  the  rent,  as  the  rent  may  be 
greater  than  the  value  of  the  lease,  and  thus  the  estate  may  be 
burdened  instead  of  being  benefited,  and  in  such  a  case  the 
claim  may  be  abandoned  by  the  assignee.  He  is  not  bound  in 
such  a  case  to  take  the  property  into  his  possession,  and  if  he 
elects  not  to  take  the  property,  it  remains  in  the  bankrupt,  and 
no  one  certainly,  except  the  assignee,  has  a  right  to  dispute  his 
possession.  Copdand  v.  Stephens^  1  Barn.  &  Aid.  603 ;  Fowler 
V.  Dawn^  1  Bos.  A  Pul.  157. 

Years  have  elapsed  since  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  were 
closed,  and  the  irresistible  conclusion  from  all  the  averments  of 
the  bill  is,  that  the  assignee  never  elected  to  take  possession 
of  this  property,  or  made  any  claim  whatever  upon  the  trustee 
for  the  same.  Assignees  may  refuse  to  take  possession  of  oner- 
ous properties  or  such  as  will  be  a  burden  instead  of  a  profit, 
and  the  clear  presumption  from  the  bill  as  admitted  by  the 
demurrer  is  that  the  claim  against  the  trustee  was  regarded 
in  that  light  by  the  assignee.  Robeson  says  it  has  long  been 
a  recognized  principle  of  the  bankrupt  law  that  the  assignees 
of  a  bankrupt  are  not  bound  to  take  property  of  an  onerous  or 
unprofitable  character,  or  property  which  will  be  a  burden 
instead  of  a  benefit.  They  are  on  that  subject  regarded  as  being 
in  a  very  different  position  from  that  of  the  executors  of  a 
deceased  testator,  as  the  former  take  the  property  by  operation 
of  law,  while  the  latter  claim  title  through  their  testator,  and 
are  bound  to  perform  his  obligations  to  the  extent  of  his  assets. 
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Robeson,  Bankruptcy,  322.  Where  the  assignee  elects  not  to 
take  the  right  of  the  bankrupt  and  charge  the  estate  with  the 
burden  of  an  uncertain  litigation,  the  right,  whatever  it  is, 
survives  in  the  bankrupt,  and  some  of  the  authorities  hold  that 
it  may  be  pursued  by  any  creditor  not  a  party  to  the  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy.  iShnith  v.  Gordon^  6  Law  Rep.  817.  Per- 
sons acting  as  assignees  in  such  a  case  are  required  to  elect, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  and  the  rule  is  that  if  they  refuse  to 
elect  when  required  to  do  so,  it  is  deemed  an  election  to  reject 
the  estate.  Lawrence  v.  KnowleSj  5  Bing.  N.  G.  150 ;  Carter  v 
Wamey  4  C.  4  P.  336 ;  Graham  v.  Van  Dieman  Land  Co.j  11 
Bxch.  101 ;  Hx  parte  Blandy,  1  Dea.  286 ;  Tuck  v.  Fy9on,  6 
Bing.  94.  Doubtless  the  complainant,  in  such  a  case,  must 
allege  or  prove  enough  to  show  that  the  assignee  is  estopped  to  «« 
set  up  any  right  in  opposition  to  his  claim,  and  the  court  is  of  thev^ 

opinion  that  enough  is  alleged  in  this  case  to  satisfy  that  require 

ment.  Reasonable  presumptions  are  admitted  by  the  demurre^c 
as  well  as  the  matters  expressly  alleged.  Pursuant  to  advic^^ 
which  the  complainant  received  to  purchase  from  his  assignees 
claim  against  the  trustee,  the  allegation  is  that  he  procured 
assignment  of  the  same,  which  must  be  understood  in  this  awar<I 
as  a  transfer  of  all  the  property  and  estate  embraced  in  the 
claim  which  he  was  advised  to  purchase  by  an  appropriate  legal 
instrument.  Suppose  that  is  so,  still  the  argument  is  that  tbe 
allegation  is  not  sufficient,  because  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  sale 
was  made  by  the  order  of  the  bankrupt  court ;  but  the  opinion 
of  the  court  is  that  such  a  prior  order  was  not  necessary  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  to  give  validity  to  the  sale,  or  if  it 
was,  that  the  reasonable  presumption  from  the  allegation  of  the 
bill  is,  that  the  assignment  was  made  in  pursuance  of  such  i 
order  of  court.  Independent  of  the  assignment,  his  title,  und 
the  circumstances  of  that  case,  was  good  against  all  the  wo 
except  the  assignee,  as  the  presumption  is  that  the  property 
regarded  as  onerous,  and  that  the  assignee  elected  not  to  ta^ 
into  possession  or  to  prosecute  the  claim. 

The  next  objection  is  that  the  cause  of  action  is  barred  \ 
two  years'  limitation  in  the  bankrupt  law  under  which  the 
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plainant  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the 
limitation  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  an  assignee,  which,  is 
all  that  need  be  said  upon  the  subject  in  the  present  case. 
Banks  V.  Offderij  2  Wall.  69. 

It  is  also  objected  that  the  complainant  attempted  to  deprive 
the  respondents  of  their  right  to  an  answer  under  oath  ;  but  the 
controlling  answer  to  the  objection  is,  that  it  can  have  no  such 
effect,  as  the  waiver  amounts  to  nothing  unless  the  respondents 
accept  it.  JSeath  v.  Urie  Railway  Co,^  8  Blatch.  412  ;  Story  Eq. 
Flea,  §  874.    Bill  dismissed  as  to  the  executors  and  devisees. 

Decree  for  complainant  against  Thomas  C.  Amorj. 


Arthur  Parton  v.  Louis  Pranq. 
before  clifford  and  lowell,  jj. 

The  word  manuscript  in  §  9  of  the  copyright  act  does  not  include  a  picture,  and  the 
purchaser  of  a  painting  may  acquire  a  title  to  the  some  by  an  oral  contract  witli  the 
lawful  owner:  the  difference  between  *' manuscript'*  and  **  painting  "defined. 

The  consent  of  the  author  or  proprietor  in  writing,  signed  in  the  presence  of  two  credible 
witnesses,  was  not  necessary  under  that  act  to  obtain  the  right  to  reproduce,  or  chromo, 
a  picture,  provided  such  consent  was  fairly  and  understandingly  obtained  and  for  a  val- 
nable  consideration. 

At  common  law  the  sole  proprietorship  of  a  manuscript  is  in  the  author  or  his  assigns  be- 
fore publication,  but  an  unqualified  publication,  such  as  is  made  by  printing  and  offer- 
ing copies  for  sale,  dedicates  the  contents  to  the  public,  unless  the  sole  right  of  printing, 
reprinting,  publishing,  and  vending  the  same  is  secured  by  copyright 

In  communicating  the  contents  of  his  manuscript,  the  author  may  prescribe  limitations 
and  impose  such  restrictions  as  he  pleases  upon  the  extent  of  its  use. 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain  the  respondent  from  pub- 
lishing and  selling  chromo  lithographic  copies  of  a  painting,  rep- 
resenting a  view  on  Claverack  Creek,  Columbia  County,  in  the 
State  of  New  York,  executed  by  the  complainant  and  praying  for 
an  account. 

Parton  alleged  that  he  was  an  artist  earning  his  living  by  de- 
Bigning,  composing,  and  painting  landscapes  and  other  pictures, 
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and  selling  the  same ;  that  he  designed  from  nature  and  executed 
the  picture  of  rural  scenery  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint, 
that  having  so  designed  and  composed  the  same,  he  executed  a 
large  copy  thereof  in  oils  and  sold  the  same,  that  he  did  not  give 
or  sell  to  the  purchaser  the  right  to  copy,  print,  engrave,  litho- 
graph, chromo,  or  reproduce  the  picture  in  any  way,  or  to  pub- 
lish the  same  in  any  form ;  that  the  respondent  is  a  lithographer 
and  publisher  of  chromes  so  called,  that  he  made  or  caused  to 
be  made  a  chromo  of  the  picture,  and  marked  or  engraved  on 
the  face  of  the  chromo,  the  words  and  figures :  ^^  Arthur  Parton, 
1869,  Chromo,  Lithographed,  and  published  by  L.  Prang  &  Ga 
Entered  according  to  act  of  Congress  in  the  office  of  the  Libra- 
rian of  Congress  "  ;  that  he  was  informed  and  believed  that  the 
respondent  had  caused  an  entry  of  copyright  to  be  made  of  said 
chromo  under  the  title  ^^  Close  of  Day  "  and  that  he  claimed  the 
sole  right  to  copy,  print,  and  publish  said  picture  and  chromo 
thereof  under  said  pretended  entry  of  copyright.  Wherefore  he 
prayed  for  an  account  and  for  an  injunction. 

Service  was  made  and  the  respondent  appeared  and  filed  an- 
swer.    Respondent  admitted  that  the  complainant  was  an  artist, 
that  he  executed  the  picture  of  rural  scenery  and  made  a  copy 
thereof  in  oils  as  alleged,  that  the  complainant  sold  the  picture  to 
the  person  named  in  the  bill,  but  he  expressly  denied  that  he  sold 
it  to  that  person  for  his  private  collection.    He  also  admitted  that 
he,  the  respondent,  was  a  lithographer  and  publisher  of  chromos, 
and  that  he  made  or  caused  to  be  made  a  chromo  of  said  picture 
and  marked  or  engraved  upon  the  face  of  the  chromo,the  words  and 
figures  alleged  in  the  bill,  and  that  he  caused  an  entry  of  copy- 
right to  be  made  of  the  chromo,  and  that  he  claimed  the  solo 
right  to  copy,  print,  and  publish  the  said  chromo ;  that  to  the 
time  of  the  sale  mentioned  in  the  bill,  the  complainant  retained 
possession  of  the  picture ;  that  the  picture  to  that  time  had  been 
on  public  exhibition  and  exposed  to  the  public  for  sale  in  his 
studio  in  the  city  of  New  York ;  that  the  said  purchaser  there 
saw  and  examined  the  picture,  and  that  the  complainant  there 
absolutely  and  unconditionally  sold  the  same  to  the  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  consideration  in  money  without  any  restriction  or 
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reservation  of  any  kind  whatsoever,  and  that  the  said  picture  in 
pnrsuance  of  the  said  sale  was  delivered  and  transferred  by  the 
complainant  to  the  purchaser  unconditionally  and  without  any 
reservation ;]  that  the  purchaser  bought  the  picture  for  the  purpose 
of  re-selling  the  same ;  that  he  immediately  sent  the  picture  to  a 
firm  in  this  city  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying  and  selling 
pictures  and  engravings  for  themselves  and  others ;  that  the  pic- 
tare  was  there  publicly  exposed  for  sale  in  their  store ;  that  the 
respondent  saw  the  pictiure  in  their  store  and  that  they,  acting 
in  behalf  of  the  purchaser  and  owner  of  the  same,  sold  it  to  the 
respondent  for  a  valuable  consideration  in  money ;  that  the  sale 
to  the  respondent  was  made  absolutely  and  unconditionally  and 
without  any  restriction  or  reservation  of  any  kind  whatsoever, 
and  that  the  picture  was  then  and  there  delivered  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  respondent  unconditionally  and  without  any  reser- 
vation; that  the  respondent  called  upon  the  complainant  and 
informed  him  that  he  had  purchased  the  picture  and  that  he 
intended  to  publish  it  as  a  chromo ;  that  the  complainant  made 
no  objection  to  the  proposed  publication,  but  advised  the  respon- 
dent as  to  the  best  manner  of  making  the  chromo,  suggesting 
that  if  he  change  the  tint  of  the  background,  as  the  respondent 
had  told  the  complainant  he  proposed  to  do,  he  would  injure  the 
chromo,  and  adtised  him  to  copy  the  picture  exactly  as  it  was  at 
the  time  of  purchase ;  that  the  said  chromes  were  made  and 
prepared  for  the  market  at  great  expense  of  time,  trouble,  and 
money,  as  the  complainant  well  knew,  and  that  the  complainant 
during  all  the  time  the  respondent  was  engaged  in  preparing  and 
making  the  same,  made  no  objection  to  his  acts  and  never 
claimed  that  he  had  any  right  to  prevent  the  publication.  In- 
stead of  filing  the  general  replication  denying  the  allegations  of 
the  answer,  the  complainant  elected  to  set  down  the  cause  for 
hearing  upon  bill  and  answer. 

Thomas  W.  Clarke  and  William  D.  Booth  for  complainant. 

By  sale  of  an  oil  painting,  does  the  artist  convey  his  ideal 
property  in  the  conception  of  the  subject,  the  combination  and 
eflTect  of  its  treatment,  as  well  as  the  particular,  tangible,  and 
visible  embodiment  of  that  ideal  ? 
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Wo  say,  as  an  undoubted  proposition  of  law,  at  the  same  time 
of  the  sale  of  this  picture  by  Parton,  at  the  time  of  purchase  by 
Prang,  at  the  time  of  the  conversation  in  March,  1870, — no 
person  could  acquire  any  right  to  make  copies  of  the  picture  by 
engraving  or  other  reproduction,  but  the  first  designer  or  by  his 
express  authority  in  apt  words  and  form.  Curtis  on  Copy,  146 ; 
Binna  v.  Woodruff,  4  Waah.  48,  61-57  ;  Pierpont  v.  Fowle^  2  W. 
&  M.  23,  46  ;  AtwiU  v,  Ferrett,  2  Blatch.  89,  46. 

Prang  could  only  register  the  copyright  as  Parton's  assignee, 
—  as  the  assignee  of  the  incorporeal  contents  of  Parton's  man- 
uscript.   This  assignment  he  never  had  in  any  form,  and  no 
pretence  is  made  of  even  remotely  following  the  form  prescribed 
by  statute,  in  writing,  in  presence  of  two  witnesses,  even  to  give 
him  title  to  the  picture  itself.    At  most  he  claims  a  verbal 
license  to  publish  without  copyrighting.     But  he  has  copy- 
righted.   This  is  a  wrong  to  us  which  demands  a  remedy.    Bis 
copyright  pret<3nds  to  exclude  all  the  world  from  that  formula- 
tion.   He  claims  by  the  conversation  a  license  simply,  a  license 
he  might  share  with  others.    He  claims  by  his  copyright  an 
exclusiv'e  right,  an  assignment  by  Parton,  whose  name  appears 
as  designer  on  the  picture.    In  other  words,  he  asserts  the 
absurdity  that  an  equitable  non-exclusive  license  is  equivalent 
to  an  absolute  assignment. 

Three  cases  of  infringement  of  copjrright  in  pictures  appear 
in  the  English  Reports  ;  in  each  the  title  was  derived  from  the 
author  after  a  sale  of  the  picture.  Turner  v.  Rohinaon^  10  Ir.  Ch. 
121  &  570  ;  Martin  v.  Wright,  6  Sim.  297  ;  In  re  Gravefj  L.  R. 
4  Q.  B.  716 ;  S.  C.  10  B.  &  Sm.  680 ;  Fx  parte  Beal^  L.  R.  3 
Q,  B.  387. 

On  principle  and  authority,  the  following  propositions  are  law, 
and  they  are  decisive  for  the  plaintiff: 

That,  by  designing  a  work  of  art,  the  artbt  acquires  an 
exclusive  right  to  multiply  the  same,  which  continues  till  publi- 
cation in  print  by  his  authority,  independently  of  his  physical 
control  of  the  embodiment  he  has  given  it. 

This  right  he  may  assign  by  deed,  like  a  land  deed,  but  not 
otherwise. 
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The  exercise  of  this  right  he  may  license  bj  writing,  in 
presence  cf  Iwo  witnesses,  but  not  otherwise. 

The  transfer  of  one  or  more  manuscript  embodiments  of  his 
ideal  conveys  no  part  of  this  right,  unless  apt  tvritten  words  of 
conveyance  are  duly  set  in  order,  and  signed  by  him. 

When  there  is  a  Statute  of  Frauds,  there  is  no  presumption 
of  license  or  laches  from  any  act  or  thing  which  is  within  the 
terms  of  the  statute. 

Neglect  to  warn  a  man  against  a  trespass  is  no  license  to 
him  to  commit  it. 

No  personal  prohibition  or  restrictive  notice  is  necessary  to 
prevent  a  man  from  acquiring  adverse  rights  in  an  unlawful 
way. 

The  rights  plaintiff  once  had,  and  has  never  assigned,  are 
in  him  yet,  and  exclude  Prang's  claims  and  title. 

0.  S,  Knappy  S.  Z,  Bowman^  and  H,  W,  Chaplin^  for  respon- 
dent. 

An  author,  or  artist,  has  at  common  law  an  exclusive  property 
in  his  unpublished  works,  in  the  enjoyment  of  which  equity  will 
protect  him.  This  property  continues,  however,  only  until  pub- 
lication. Jeffrey9  v.  Booset/y  4t  H.  L.  C.  816  ;  Turner  v.  Rohinsouy 
10  Ir.  Ch.  121,  and  (on  Appeal)  510  ;  Wheatim  v.  Peter9y  8  Pet. 
591 ;  Keene  v.  Wheatlet/y  9  Am.  Law  Reg.  33 ;  Bartlett  v.  Crit- 
tenderly  5  McLean,  87  ;  2  Eent*s  Com.  495. 

The  painting  has  been  published,  the  facts  of  this  case  bring- 
ing it  neither  within  the  letter  nor  within  the  reason  of  the 
established  rules  which  protect  unpublished  works. 

But  even  if  the  painting  has  not  been  ''  published,"  the  com- 
plainant cannot  maintain  his  bill. 

Tlie  defendant  has  succeeded  to  the  complainant's  literary 
property  in  the  picture. 

It  is  only  under  the  U.  S.  Stat,  of  1831  that  the  complainant 
can  assert  the  claim  (which  his  bill  indicates),  that  an  assignment 
or  license  of  this  kind  must  be  in  writing.  Except  by  that  act 
either  might  be  verbal.  This  statute  expressly,  and  in  terms, 
applies  only  to  ^^  manuscripts." 

Copyright  Act  of  1831,  §  18  :  "  Any  person  or  persons  who 
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shall  print  or  publish  any  manuscript  whatever  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  author,"  etc.  •  • 

Now,  under  no  possible  definition  or  use  of  the  language, 
either  in  law  or  literature,  can  it  be  held  that  the  word  ^^  paint- 
ing "  means  "  manuscript,"  or  vice  versa, 

GuFFOBD,  J.    The  case  now  stands  m  the  same  posture  as  if 
a  demurrer  had  been  filed  to  the  bill,  which  would  admit  that 
everything  well  pleaded  in  the  answer  was  fully  proved.   2  Danl. 
Chan.  Prac.  (3d  Ed.)  998;  Gettings  v.  Burch,  9  Cran.  872; 
Leeds  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.y  2  Wheat.  380  ;  Brinckerhoff  v.  Brown, 
7  Johns.  Ch.  217  ;  Bale  v.  MHvers,  2  Cow.  118.    Viewed  in  the 
light  of  that  well-settled  rule  of  practice,  it  must  be  assumed  as 
fully  proved  that  the  complainant  sold  the  picture  for  a  valuable 
consideration  to  the  vendor  of  the  respondent,  and  that  the  same 
was  delivered  by  the  complainant  to  the  purchaser  uncoDdi- 
tionally  and  without  any  reservation,  and  that  the  purchaser 
from  the  complainant  in  like  manner  sold  the  picture  for  a  valu- 
able consideration  to  the  respondent,  and  that  he  delievered  the 
same  to  the  respondent  unconditionally  and  without  any  re8e^ 
vation. 

Copyright  may  be  granted  under  the  copyright  act,  to  the 
author  of  any  book,  map,  chart,  or  musical  composition  falling 
within  the  classes  described  in  §  1  of  the  act,  if  the  author  is 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States  or  permanently  resident  therein, 
and  the  same  privilege  is  also  extended  by  the  same  sec- 
tion to  any  such  citizen  or  permanent  resident,  who  shall  in- 
vent, design,  etch,  engrave,  work,  or  cause  to  be  engraved, 
etched,  or  worked  from  his  own  design  any  print  or  engraving; 
and  §  1  also  provides  that  such  persons  and  their  executors, 
administrators,  or  legal  assigns,  shall  have  the  sole  right  and 
liberty  of  printing,  reprinting,  publishing,  and  vending  such 
bqok,  map,  chart,  musical  composition,  print,  cut,  or  engraving 
for  the  term  of  twenty-eight  years  from  the  time  of  recording 
the  title  as  therein  directed.  4  Stat,  at  Large,  436.  Persons 
printing,  publishing,  or  importing  any  copy  of  a  book  so  copy- 
righted, or  causing  the  same  to  be  printed,  published,  or  im- 
ported without  the  consent  of  the  person  legally  entitled  to  the 
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copyright  first  had  and  obtidned  in  writing,  signed  in  presence 
of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  shall  forfeit  every  copy  of 
such  to  the  person  legally  entitled  at  the  time  to  the  copyright 
thereof,  and  the  same  penalty  is  imposed  upon  any  person  who 
knowing  the  same  to  be  so  printed  or  imported,  shall  publish, 
sell,  or  expose  to  sale  any  copy  of  such  book  without  such  con- 
sent in  writing,  and  that  the  ofiender  shall  also  forfeit  and  pay 
fifty  cents  for  every  such  sheet  which  may  be  found  in  his  pos- 
session, either  printed  or  printing,  published,  imported,  or  ex- 
posed to  sale  contrary  to  the  intent  of  that  act.  4  Ibid.  488. 
Protection  is  also  afibrded  by  §  7  of  the  act,  to  any  cut  or  en- 
graving, map,  chart,  or  musical  composition  so  copyrighted; 
and  the  provision  is  that  if  any  person  shall  within  the  term 
engrave,  etch  or  work,  sell  or  copy,  or  cause  to  be  engraved, 
etched,  worked  or  sold,  or  copied,  or  shall  print  or  import 
for  sale,  or  cause  to  be  imprinted  or  imported  for  sale,  any 
such  map,  chart,  musical  composition,  print,  cut,  or  engraving, 
without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  proprietor  signed  in  the 
presence  of  two  credible  witnesses,  or  knowing  the  same  to  be 
so  printed  or  imported  without  such  consent,  shall  publish,  sell, 
or  expose  to  sale  any  such  map,  chart,  musical  composition,  en- 
graving, cut  or  print,  shall  forfeit  to  the  proprietor  the  plate  or 
plates,  on  which  such  map,  chart,  musical  composition,  cut  or 
print  shall  be  copied,  and  also  one  dollar  for  every  sheet  of  such 
map,  chart,  musical  composition,  print,  cut,  or  engraving  which 
may  be  found  in  his  possession,  printed  or  published,  or  exposed 
to  sale  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  that  act.  4 
Ibid.  488.  Provision  is  also  made  by  §  9  of  the  same  act, 
that  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  print  or  publish  any 
manuscript  whatever,  without  the  consent  of  the  author  or 
legal  proprietor  first  obtained  as  aforesaid,  if  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  or  resident  therein,  shall  bo  liable  to  sufier  and 
pay  to  the  author  or  proprietor  all  damages  occasioned  by  such 
injury,  to  be  recovered  by  a  special  action  on  the  case,  and  the 
Federal  courts  empowered  to  grant  injunctions  to  prevent  the 
violation  of  the  rights  of  authors  and  inventors,  are  thereby  em* 
powered  to  grant  injunctions  in  like  manner,  to  restrain  such 
publication  of  any  manuscript.    4  Ibid.  438. 
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Based  upon  that  section  of  the  copyright  act,  the  proposition  of 
the  complainant  is,  that  the  respondent  did  not  acquire,  by  the  al- 
leged purchase  of  the  picture,  any  right  whatever  to  reproduce  the 
picture,  or  to  make  a  chromo  of  the  same,  as  he  admits  in  his  an- 
swer he  has  done,  that  he  could  not  acquire  such  a  right  by  any 
oral  contract  of  sale,  or  of  sale  and  delivery,  even  though  the  sale 
and  delivery  were  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  were  absolute 
and  unconditional ;  that  he  could  only  acquire  such  a  right  by 
the  consent  of  the  author  or  legal  proprietor  in  writing,  signed  in 
the  presence  of  two  credif>le  witnesses,  as  required  by  that  sec- 
tion, in  order  to  acquire  the  right  to  print  or  publish  a  manu- 
script, which  the  pleadings  show  the  respondent  in  that  form 
never  obtained.      Manuscripts  of  every  kind  are  embraced  in 
that  section,  but  pictures  are  not  named  in  the  provision,  and 
cannot  be  regarded  as  entitled  to  that  special  protection,  unlesB 
it  be  held  that  the  word  manuscript  includes  pictures,  which  is 
affirmed  by  the  complainant  and  denied  by  the  respondent,  and 
that  issue  presents  the  principal  question  in  the  case.     Standard 
lexicographers  certainly  do  not  concur  with  the  complainant,  as 
for  example,  Webster  treats  the  word  as  derived  from  Latin, 
manuSj  the  hand,  and  scribere^  Bcriptum^  to  write,  and  as  synony- 
mous with  manuscriptumy  meaning  literally,  something  written 
with  the  hand,  a  book  or  paper  written  with  the  hand  or  a 
written,  as  distinguished  from  a  printed,  document.     On  the 
other  hand,  the  same  learned  author  treats  the  word  picture  as 
derived  from  Latin  pivgere^  pictum^  to  paint,  and  as  synonymouB 
with  picturaj  and  defines  the  word  as  meaning  that  which  is 
painted,  a  likeness  drawn  in  colors,  hence,  any  graphic  repre- 
sentation, as  of  a  person,  a  landscape  or  a  building ;  and  he 
adopts  the  language  of  Bacon,  in  which  he  says  that  pictures 
and  shapes  are  but  secondary  objects,  showing  that  in  his  view 
the  picture  presents  the  objects  to  the  observer  as  a  whole, 
whereas  the  manuscript  only  describes  the  parts  or  elements  of 
the  object,  leaving  the  mind  of  the  reader  to  aggregate  those 
parts  or  elements  into  an  entire  figure  or  whole.     Worcester's 
definition  of  those  two  words  is  substantially  the  same  as  the 
definitions  given  by  Webster.     He  treats  the  word  manuscript 
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as  derived  from  the  Latin  words,  manusj  the  hand,  and  scriptum^ 
something  written,  and  defines  its  meaning  as  a  paper  written, 
a  writing  of  anj  kind,  in  contradistinction  to  printed  matter. 
His  definition  of  the  word  ^^  picture ''  also  corresponds  with  that 
given  by  the  first-named  author.    He  derives  it  from  th6  Latin 
word,  picturaj  and  defines  it  as  a  representation  or  likeness  in 
colors,  a  painting  or  drawing.    Bouvier  also  defines  manuscript 
as  a  writing,  a  writing  which  has  never  been  printed,  and  refers 
to  the  right  of  an  author  as  secured  bj  the  copyright  act,  and  as 
conceded  at  common  law,  but  adds  that  these  rights  will  be 
considered  as  abandoned,  if  the  author  publishes  his  manuscript 
without  securing  the  copyright  under  the  act  of  Congress.    Mero 
definitions,  however,  do  not  portray  the  difference  betweeu  a 
manuscript  and  a  picture  as  fully  or  as  strikingly  as  it  is  seen 
when  the  two  things  are  compared  and  contrasted  as  means  of 
instruction,  or  of  imparting  an  idea  or  description  of  the  object 
or  subject  matter  of  the  manuscript  or  picture.  Separate  descrip- 
tion of  each  element  of  the  object  is  required  in  the  manuscript 
describing  the  several  parts  of  which  it  is  composed,  the  nature, 
material,  appearance,  size,  color,  dimensions,  use,  and  everything 
essential  to  enable  the  reader  to  form  an  idea  of  what  the  object 
is  which  is  embraced  in  the  description  given  in  the  manuscript, 
all  these  must  be  considered  and  combined  by  the  reader  in 
order  that  he  may  be  able  to  form  an  ideal  picture  of  the  object 
described  or  the  subject-matter  of  the  entire  description.    His 
ideal  picture  may  or  may  not  be  in  accordance  with  the  object 
actually  described  in  the  manuscript,  as  the  object  itself  is  not 
presented  to  the  senses  of  the  reader.    On  the  contrary,  he  is 
left  to  portray  in  his  own  mind  the  outiines  of  the  object  from 
the  written  description,  and  so  to  combine  the  same  as  to  suggest 
an  ideal  picture  of  the  object  described. 

Whatever  conclusion  the  reader  of  the  manuscript  may  form, 
it  is  but  an  ideal  picture,  made  in  his  own  mind  from  the  written 
description  of  the  object,  and  necessarily  calls  into  exercise  all 
the  creative  faculties  of  the  mind.  No  such  operation  of  the 
mind  is  involved,  where  the  picture  or  painting  of  the  object  is 
presented  to  the  observer,  as  the  object  itself  in  a  secondary 
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form,  "  drawn  in  colors,"  is  presented  externally  to  the  sense 
of  sight.    In  the  latter  case,  no  ideal  of  the  mind  is  necessary, 
as  the  thing  itself  is  presented  physically  to  the  natural  eye. 
Briefly  stated,  the  picture  is  the  thing  itself,  but  the  manuscript 
is  only  the  description  of  it  in  language,  and  leaves  the  mind  of 
the  reader  to  make  the  picture,  or,  in  other  words,  the  picture 
presents,  at  a  glance,  all  the  characteristics  of  the  object  exactly 
as  it  exists,  but  the  manuscript  only  enumerates  and  describes 
those  characteristics  one  by  one,  imposing  upon  the  mind  of  the 
reader  the  labor  of  aggregating  the  same  into  a  whole  and  pre- 
senting to  his  perceptions  an  ideal  of  the  described  object.    Dif- 
ferent communities  employ  diverse  characters  for  letters  and 
even  for  phrases,  but  it  can  make  no  difference  what  the  charac- 
ters are  that  are  employed  in  describing  such  an  object,  not  even 
if  they  are  arbitrary  signs,  so  long  as  it  remains  true  that  the 
manuscript  is  a  description  of  the  object  and  not  the  presenta- 
tion of  the  object  itself  or  its  portrait,  as  the  manuscript,  while 
it  retains  that  character,  is    simply  the   registry  of  certain 
thoughts  or  ideas  about  a  thing  and  not  the  exhibition  of  the 
thing  itself,  as  in  the  case  of  a  picture.    Unsupported  as  the 
proposition  of  the  complainant  is,  by  any  legal  adjudication,  the 
argimient  of  the  respondent  is  a  forcible  one  that  the  construction 
of  §  9  of  the  copyright  act  must  be  controlled  by  the  well-estab- 
lished rule  that  the  words  of  a  statute,  if  of  common  use,  are  to 
be  taken  in  their  natural,  plain,  obvious,  and  ordinary  signifi- 
cation and  import,  unless  it  clearly  appears  from  the  context  or 
other  parts  of  the  enactment,  that  the  words  were  intended  to 
be  applied  differently  from  their  ordinary  or  their  legal  accepta- 
tion.   1  Kent  Com.  (11  ed.),  462 ;  Martin  v.  Hunter*s  Lmu^ 
1  Wheat.  326  ;   Waller  v.  Harris,  20  Wend.  661 ;  Doane  v.  PkU- 
lips,  12  Pick.  226.    Nothing  is  shown  in  the  context  of  the 
enactment  to  favor  the  theory  of  the  complainant,  and  inasmuch 
as  the  usual  and  ordinary  signification  and  import  of  the  two 
words  is  opposed  to  such  a  theory,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it 
can  be  adopted  without  doing  violence  to  the  most  approved 
canons  of  construction.    Dwarris  on  Stat.  (2d  ed.),  573 ;  Smith 
Com,  §§  606,  646. 
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Strong  support  to  the  opposite  view  is  derived  as  a  legislative 
expression,  from  §  86  of  the  subsequent  and  recent  copyright  act, 
which,  in  terms,  extends  the  privilege  of  copyright  to  the  author, 
inventor,  designer,  or  proprietor  of  a  painting,  drawing,  chromo, 
statue,  statuary,  and  models  and  designs  intended  to  be  per- 
fected as  works  of  the  fine  arts  as  well  as  to  the  author,  inventor, 
designer,  or  proprietor  of  any  book,  map,  chart,  dramatic  or  mu- 
sical composition,  engraving,  cut,  print,  or  photograph,  or  nega- 
tive thereof,  giving  to  such  authors,  inventors,  designers,  and 
proprietors,  the  sole  liberty  of  printing,  publishing,  completing, 
copying,  executing,  finishing,  and  vending  the  same  for  the  term 
of  years  therein  mentioned.  All  persons  without  the  consent  of 
the  proprietor  of  the  copyright  in  writing,  signed  in  the  presence 
of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  are  forbidden  to  engrave,  etch, 
work,  copy,  print,  publish,  or  import  any  copy  of  such  map  or  other 
article,  and  the  provision  of  §  100  is  that  if  any  person  shall  vio- 
late the  prohibition  as  therein  expressed,  he  shall  forfeit  to  the 
said  proprietor  all  the  plates  on  which  the  same  shall  be  copied, 
and  every  sheet  thereof,  and  in  case  of  a  painting,  statue,  or 
statuary,  he  shall  also  forfeit  ten  dollars  for  every  copy  of  the  same 
in  his  possession.  Unquestionably  the  provision,  so  far  as  it  re- 
lates to  a  picture,  is  entirely  new,  and  it  will  be  observed  that  it 
does  not  embrace  a  manuscript,  but  §  102  is  substantially  the 
same  as  §  9  in  the  prior  act,  and  that  both  alike  are  in  terms 
confined  exclusively  to  the  protection  of  manuscripts.  16  Stat, 
at  Large,  212,  214.  Viewed  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions, 
the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  word  ^^  manuscript,"  as  used 
in  §  9  of  the  copyright  act,  does  not  include  a  picture,  and 
that  a  purchaser  of  a  picture,  such  as  the  one  described  in 
the  bill,  may  acquire  a  title  to  the  same  by  an  oral  contract 
with  the  lawful  owner,  that  the  consent  of  the  author  or  pro- 
prietor in  writing,  signed  in  the  presence  of  two  credible  wit- 
nesses, was  not  necessary  under  that  act  to  obtain  the  right 
to  reproduce  or  chromo  the  same,  provided  such  consent  was 
fairly  and  understandingly  obtained,  and  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. 

Suppose  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  consent  of  the  author 
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or  proprietor  of  a  picture  should  be  in  writing  to  render  the 
sale  valid,  still  it  is  contended  by  the  complainant  that  neither 
the  sale  in  this  case  to  the  vendor  of  the  respondent,  nor  the 
purchase  of  the  same  by  the  respondent  from  the  vendee  of 
the  complainant,  even  though  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  pic- 
ture in  each  case  was  absolute  and  unconditional  or  both  com- 
bined, had  the  effect  to  transfer  to  the  respondent  the  right  to 
reproduce  or  chromo  th«  picture,  that  in  selling  and  delivering 
the  picture,  and  subsequently  suffering  his  vendee  to  sell  and 
deliver  the  same  to  the  respondent,  he  only  parted  with  the  re- 
sult of  his  labor  as  property,  that  he  did  not  part  with  the  right 
to  reproduce  or  chromo-lithograph  the  picture,  that  the  right  to 
multiply  copies  of  the  picture  was  vested  in  him  as  tlie  author 
and  proprietor  of  the  same,  and  that  he  still  retains  that  right 
notwithstanding  the  sale  and  delivery  by  himself  and  the  sub- 
sequent purchase  by  the  respondent.    Undoubtedly,  the  author 
of  a  book  or  of  an  unpublished  manuscript,  or  of  any  work  of 
art,  has  at  common  law  and  independently  of  any  statute,  a 
property  in  his  work  until  he  publishes  it  or  it  is  published  by 
his  consent  or  allowance,  and  that  property  unquestionably  ex- 
ists in  pictures  as  well  as  in  any  other  work  of  art.    He  has  the 
undisputed  right  to  his  manuscript,  he  may  withhold  or  he  may 
communicate  it,  and  communicating,  he  may  limit  the  number 
of  persons  to  whom  it  shall  be  imparted,  and  impose  such  restric- 
tions as  he  pleases  upon  the  use  of  it.    He  may  annex  conditions 
and  proceed  to  enforce  them,  and  for  theii*  breach  he  may  claim 
compensation.    Jeffreys  v.  Boosey^  4  H.  L.  Cas.  815  —  961 ;   MU- 
lar  V.   Taylor^  4  Burr,  2396 ;  Qtieensburt/  v.  Shebbeare,  2  Eden. 
329.    Numerous  other  decided  cases  also  affirm  the  s»me  propo- 
sition, that  the  author  of  an  unpublished  manuscript  has  the 
exclusive  right  of  property  therein,  and  that  he  may  determine 
for  himself  whether  the  manuscript  shall  be  made  public  at  all, 
that  he  may  in  all  cases  forbid  its  publication  by  another  before 
it  has  been  published  by  him  or  by  his  consent  or  allowance,  that 
a  painter  also  has  at  common  law  the  same  right  before  publi- 
cation to  prevent  any  person  from  copying  it,  and  that  the  pur- 
chaser and  owner  of  the  picture  holding  the  title  from  the  painter 
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or  his  assigns,  has  the  same  right  before  publication,  to  prevent 
another  from  multiplying  copies  of  it  or  reproducing  the  picture, 
but  the  authorities  all  agree  that  after  publication,  that  right  is 
lost.  Turner  v.  Itobinsan^  10  Jr.  Gh.  121.  Same  case  on  appeal. 
10  Jr.  Ch.  510.  Fisher  v.  Fold^  1  Jones  Exch.  12 ;  Wheatcn  v. 
Peters  8  Pet.  591 ;  Keene  v.  Wheatley,  9  Am.  L.  Reg.  83 ;  Bart- 
lett  y.  Orittendeny  5  McLean,  87.  An  author,  said  Hoar,  J., 
in  Keene  y.  KimlaUj  16  Gray,  549,  has  at  common  law  a 
property  in  his  unpublished  works,  which  he  may  assign, 
and  in  the  enjoyment  of  which,  equity  will  protect  his  assignee 
as  well  as  himself.  This  property  continues  until  by  publica- 
tion a  right  to  its  use  has  been  conferred  upon  or  dedicated  to 
the  public. 

Independently  of  legislation,  the  sole  proprietorship  of  a  manu- 
script is  in  the  author  and  his  assigns  until  he  publishes  it,  but  an 
unqualified  publication,  such  as  is  made  by  printing  and  ofifering 
copies  for  sale,  dedicates  the  contents  to  the  public  unless  the 
sole  right  and  liberty  of  printing,  reprinting,  publishing,  and 
Tending  the  same  is  secured  to  the  author  or  proprietor  by  copy- 
right. But  there  may  be  a  limited  publication  by  communica- 
tion of  the  contents  by  reading,  representation,  or  restricted 
private  circulation  which  will  not  abridge  the  right  of  the  author 
any  further  than  necessarily  results  from  the  nature  and  extent 
of  such  limited  use  as  he  has  make  or  allowed  ^others  to  make 
of  the  manuscript  or  painting,  or,  as  Lord  Brougham  said  in 
Jeffreys  y.  Boosey^  4  H.  L.  Cas.  961,  he  may  withhold  or  he  may 
communicate  it,  and  communicating,  he  may  prescribe  limita- 
tion and  impose  such  restrictions  as  he  please  as  to  the  extent 
of  its  use,  which  fully  justifies  the  conclusion  in  Keene  y.  Kimr 
battj  that  when  a  literary  proprietor  has  made  a  publication  in 
any  mode  not  restricted  by  any  condition,  other  persons  acquire 
unlimited  rights  of  republishing  in  any  mode  in  which  his  pub- 
lication may  enable  them  to  exercise  such  a  right.  Keene  y. 
Kimball^  16  Gray,  550.  Assignments  of  a  manuscript  are  re- 
quired to  be  in  writing  by  the  copyright  act,  but  enough  has 
been  remarked  to  show  that  a  picture  under  that  act  might  be 
transferred  by  an  oral  contract,  and  it  is  well  settled  law  that 
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even  copyright  is  an 'incident  to  the  ownership  of  a  manuscript, 
and  that  it  passes  at  common  law  with  the  transfer  of  a  work 
of  art.  Turner  v.  Bobinson^  10  Jr.  Ch.  121.  Power  v.  Walker j 
8  M.  <&  S.  9.  Hence  the  remark  of  the  court  in  Turner  v.  Bohin- 
souy  that  it  was  a  strange  proposition  that  the  transfer  of  prop- 
erty should  destroy  and  extinguish  that  which  principally  consti- 
tutes the  value  of  the  thing  transferred,  meaning  not  that  the 
right  to  publish  did  not  pass  by  the  sale,  but  that  the  exclusiye 
right  of  publication  which  attached  to  the  manuscript  was  not 
lost  by  the  transfer.  Such  a  transfer  of  the  manuscript  or  pic- 
ture is  not  a  publication  of  the  same  unless  it  was  so  intended 
by  the  pai^es,  but  if  the  sale  was  an  absolute  and  unconditional 
one,  and  the  article  was  absolutely  and  unconditionally  delivered 
to  the  purchaser,  the  whole  property  in  the  manuscript  or  picture 
passes  to  the  purchaser,  including  the  right  of  publication,  unless 
the  same  is  protected  by  copyright,  in  which  case  the  rule  is 
different.  Baker  v.  Taylor^  2  Blatch.  82 ;  Byan  v.  Goodwin^  3 
Sum.  618 ;  Wood  v.  Zimmer^  Holt  N.  P.  60 ;  Pennock  v.  Dialogue^ 
2  Pet.  14. 

Personal  property  is  transferable  by  sale  and  delivery, 
there  is  no  distinction  in  that  respect,  independent  of  statute 
between  literary  property  and  property  of  any  other  descrip 
tion.     Owners  of  personal  property  have  the  right  to  sell  an 
transfer  the  same  as  inseparable  incidents  of  the  property, 
and  the  author  or  proprietor  of  a  manuscript  or  picture  possesses 
that  right  as  fully  and  to  the  same  extent  as  the  owner  of  anj 
other  personal  property ;  the  same  being  incident  to  the  ownei 
ship.     Sales  may  be  absolute  or  conditional,  and  they  may 
with  or  without  qualifications,  limitations,  and  restrictions,  an( 

the  rules  of  law  applicable  in  such  cases  ,to  other  personal  prop 

erty  must  be  applied  in  determining  the  real  character  of  a 
of  literary  property.    Proper  attention  to  these  considerations 
will  furnish  the  true  explanation  of  many,  if  not  all  the  casei 
referred  to  by  the  complainant,  whic^  are  supposed  to  suppoi 
the  second  proposition  for  which  ho  contends.     Prince  Albert 
StrangCy  1  Hall  &  Twells.  1 ;   Queensbury  v.  Shebbeare,  2  Edei 
829 ;  Bishop  v.  Griffin,  16  Sum.  196 ;  Steven  v.  Cadjf^  14  Hoi 
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628  ;  Stevens  v.  Qladding^  17  How.  447 ;  Ahemetliy  v.  Hutchinson^ 
1  Hall  &  TwellB.  28. 

Beyond  doubt,  the  right  of  first  publication  is  vested  in  the 
author;  but  he  may  sell  and  assign  the  entire  property  to 
another,  and  if  he  does  so  his  assignee  takes  the  entire  prop- 
erty, and  it  is  a  great  mistake  to  suppose  that  any  act  of 
Congress,  at  the  date  of  the  sales  of  the  picture  in  this  case, 
required  that  such  an  assignment  should  be  in  writing ;  and  the 
pleadings  show  that  the  sale  and  delivery  in  each  case  were 
absolute  and  imconditional,  and  without  any  qualification,  limi- 
tation, or  restriction,  showing  that  the  entire  property  was  trans- 
ferred from  the  complainant  and  became  vested  in  the  respon- 
dent. Sims  V.  Marrt/atty  17  Ad.  &  Ell.  281 ;  Adderly  v.  Dixon^ 
1  Sim.  &  S.  607.  Confirmation  of  that  view,  if  any  be  needed 
beyond  what  appears  in  the  express  allegations  of  the  answer 
to  that  effect,  is  also  found  in  the  further  allegation  that  the 
respondent  called  upon  the  complainant  immediately  after  the 
sale  and  delivery  to  him,  and  informed  the  complainant  that  he 
intended  to  publish  the  picture  as  a  chromo,  and  that  the  com- 
plainant made  no  objection  to  the  proposed  publication,  showing 
that  the  complainant  as  well  as  the  respondent  understood  that 
the  entire  property  of  the  picture  was  vested  in  the  respondent. 
It  is  insisted  by  the  respondent  that  the  acts  and  declarations 
of  the  complainant  on  that  occasion,  as  more  fully  set  forth  in 
the  answer,  estop  the  complainant  from  making  any  such  claim 
as  that  set  up  in  the  bill ;  but  it  is  imnecessary  to  decide  that 
question,  as  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  those  acts  and 
declarations  amount  to  a  practical  afiirmance  of  the  contract  of 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  entire  property  of  the  picture,  as  under- 
stood and  claimed  by  the  respondent.  Freeman  et  al,  v.  Cooke^ 
6  D.  &  L.  187 ;  Boucicault  v.  Fox,  6  Blatch.  100 ;  Bigelow  on 
Estoppel,  475.  Neither  a  conditional  sale  nor  any  unfairness  is 
shown,  and  as  neither  exists  in  the  case,  it  must  be  held  that 
the  complainant  parted  with  the  entire  property  in  the  picture. 
Pope  V.  Curly  2  Atk.  142 ;  Thompson  v.  Stanhope,  Amb.  787  ; 
Mat/all  V.  Higheyy  1  H.  &  C.  147 ;  Jones  v.  Thorre,  1  N.  Y.  Obs. 
408 ;  Dalglish  v.  cTori^,  2  McN.  &  G.  281 ;  Martin  v.  Wright^ 
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6  Sim.  297 ;  Bead  v.  Conqueit,  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  765.  UnfairneM 
is  not  pretended  in  this  case,  and  inasmuch  as  the  sale  and 
delivery  were  in  their  terms  absolute  and  unconditional  and 
without  any  reservation,  restriction,  or  qualification  of  any  kind, 
the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  complainant  is  not  entitled  to 
relief. 


SuBiNEB  U.  Shsrbcan,  in  Error,  t^.  Osbosb  A.  Bingham  et  al. 

Under  the  act  of  March  Sd,  1867,  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  a  person  declared  a  bank- 
rapt  in  one  district,  may  maintain  an  action  to  recover  moneys  paid  the  defendants  lei- 
idents  of  another  district,  in  violation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  in  the  District  Gonrt  of  snch 
district,  and  such  District  Court  in  the  district  where  such  defendants  reside,  has  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  and  the  parties. 

The  whole  tenor  of  the  present  Bankrupt  Act  shows  that  Congress  intended  to  provide  for 
the  complete  administration  of  the  bankrupt  system  in  the  Federal  Courts  and  throogh 
the  instrumentality  of  Federal  officers. 

Bt  §  1  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  the  several  district  courts  of  the 
United  States  are  constituted  courts  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  pro- 
vision is,  that  they  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  in  their  respec- 
tive districts  in  all  matters  and  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and 
that  they  might  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the  same,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  On  the  21st  of  March,  1871, 
the  plaintiff,  as  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupts named  in  the  record,  brought  an  action  of  assumpsit 
against  the  defendants  to  recover  back  certain  moneys,  which  he 
alleges  were  paid  to  them  by  the  bankrupts,  in  violation  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act.  Both  the  bankrupts  were  resident  in  the  County  of 
Providence,  and  State  of  Rhode  Island,  and  were  doing  business 
in  that  County  under  the  name  and  style  of  Reynolds  and  Bart- 
lett,  and  the  record  showed  that  the  petition  in  bankruptcy  was 
filed  in  the  District  Court  for  that  district,  and  that  all  the  pro- 
ceedings took  place  in  the  court  where  the  petition  was  filed. 
Service  was  made,  and  the  defendants  appeared  and  pleaded  as 
follows :  ^^  That  the  proceedings  wherein  the  plaintiff  alleges  that 
he  became,  and  is  assignee,  as  aforesaid,  were  all  instituted  in 
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the  District  Coiirt  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Rhode 
Island,  and  not  in  this  district,  and  that  the  District  Court  here 
hath  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  or  the  parties  to  the 
suit."  The  parties  were  heard,  and  the  court  entered  judgment 
for  the  defendants,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ  of 
error  and  removed  the  cause  into  this  court. 

E.  P.  Brown  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

C.  T.  and  T.  H.  Jiussel  and  ff.  W.  SiUer  for  defendants. 

CuFFOBD,  J.  Two  propositions  are  submitted  by  the  defend- 
ants in  support  of  the  theory  assumed  in  the  court  below  that 
the  District  Courts  have  no  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case. 

That  no  jurisdiction  is  conferred  in  such  a  case,  by  §  9 
of  the  Judiciary  Act,  or  by  any  other  act  of  Congress  than  the 
Bankrupt  Act  giving  jurisdiction  to  the  District  Courts  in  common 
law  suits  between  party  and  party,  which  may  well  be  admitted, 
as  nothing  of  the  kind  is  pretended  by  the  plaintiff. 

That  the  Bankrupt  Act  does  not  confer  jurisdiction  in  such 
a  case,  in  a  district  other  than  that  where  the  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy  are  pending,  which  is  the  question  presented  by  the 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court. 

District  Courts  have  original  jurisdiction  in  their  respective  dis- 
tricts in  all  matters  and  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and  the  argu- 
ment is,  that  inasmuch  as  the  jurisdiction  must  be  exercised  in  the 
district  for  which  the  district  judge  is  appointed,the  District  Court, 
sitting  as  a  court  of  bankruptcy,  cannot  exercise  jurisdiction  in 
any  case  except  in  the  district  where  the  bankruptcy  proceedings 
are  pending ;  but  §  1  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  contains  no  such  limi- 
tation, nor  does  it  contain  any  words  which,  properly  considered, 
justify  any  such  conclusion. 

Oeneral  superintendence  and  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  and 
questions  under  the  act  are  conferred  upon  the  several  circuit 
courts,  except  where  special  provision  is  otherwise  made  by  the 
first  clause  of  §  2  of  the  act ;  but  the  subsequent  language  of  the 
same  clause  makes  it  clear  that  the  jurisdiction  conferred  by  that 
clause  can  only  be  exercised  within,  and  for  the  district  ^^  where  the 
proceedings  in  bankruptcy  shall  be  pending."  No  such  limitation, 
however,  is  found  in  the  clause  of  §  1  conferring  jurisdiction  upon 
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the  District  Courts  as  courts  of  bankruptcj.  Judges  of  the 
District  Courts  must  sit  undoubtedly  in  the  districts  for  which 
they  are  respectively  appointed,  and  no  doubt  is  entertained  that 
the  process  of  the  court  in  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  cases,  is 
restricted  to  the  territorial  limits  of  the  district ;  but  the  lan- 
guage of  §  1  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  describing  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  District  Courts,  sitting  as  courts  of  bankruptcy,  is,  that 
they  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  in  their  respective  districts 
^^  in  all  matters  and  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,"  showing  un- 
questionably that  they  can  only  sit,  and  exercise  jurisdiction 
in  their  own  district ;  but  the  limitation  that  the  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy  must  in  all  cases  be  pending  in  that  district,  is 
not  found  in  that  clause  of  §  1  of  the  act.  On  the  contrary, 
the  same  section  provides  that  the  jurisdiction  conferred,  that  is, 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  several  district  courts,  shall  extend  to  all 
cases  and  controversies  arising  between  the  bankrupt  and  any 
creditor,  or  creditors,  who  shall  claim  any  debt  or  demand  under 
the  bankruptcy  act,  and  also  to  the  collection  of  all  the  assets  of 
the  bankrupt  to  the  ascertainment  and  liquidation  of  the  liens, 
and  other  specific  claims  thereon,  to  the  adjustment  of  the  vari- 
ous priorities  and  conflicting  interests  of  all  parties,  and  to 
the  marshalling  and  disposition  of  all  the  different  funds  and 
assets,  so  as  to  secure  the  rights  of  all  parties,  and  the  due  dis- 
tribution of  the  assets  among  all  the  creditors,  and  to  all  acts, 
matters,  and  things  to  be  done  under,  and  in  virtue  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Unless  the  assignee  can  collect  what  is  due  to  the  bankrupt  he 
can  never  perform  the  duty  assigned  to  him  as  the  representative 
of  the  bankrupt,  and  §  1  of  the  act  expressly  provides  that 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Courts  shall  extend  to  the  collec- 
tion of  all  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  all  acts,  matters, 
and  things  to  be  done  under,  and  in  virtue  of  the  bankruptcy. 
Nothing  of  greater  importance  is  required  to  be  done  under  and 
in  virtue  of  the  bankruptcy  than  the  collection  of  the  assets 
belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.  Bankrupts,  as  all  ex- 
perience shows,  have  debts  due  them  in  districts  other  than  the 
one  where  the  proceedings  against  them  are  institated,  and 
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§  14  of  the  act  provides  that  all  "  debts  due  "  to  the  bankrupt, 
as  well  as  all  his  rights  of  action  for  property,  or  estate,  real  or 
personal,  and  for  any  cause  of  action  which  the  bankrupt  had 
against  any  person,  arising  from  contract,  or  from  the  unlawful 
taking,  detention,  or  injury  to  property  of  the  bankrupt,  etc., 
shall,  in  virtue  of  the  adjudication  of  the  bankruptcy  and  the 
appointment  of  the  assignee  be  at  once  vested  in  such  assignee. 
Power  and  authority  to  sell,  manage,  dispose  of,  sue  for,  and 
recover,  or  defend  the  same,  are  also  vested  in  the  assignee  by 
virtue  of  the  same  adjudication  and  appointment.  14  Ibid.  523. 
He  is  empowered  to  demand  and  receive  from  any  and  all  per- 
sons holding  the  same,  all  the  estate  assigned,  or  intended  to  be 
assigned,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  shall 
have  the  like  remedy  to  recover  all  said  estate,  debts,  and  effects 
in  his  own  namo,  as  the  debtor  might  have  had  if  the  decree  in 
bankruptcy  had  not  been  rendered  and  no  assignment  had  been 
made.  Assignees,  if  they  request  it,  are  to  be  admitted  to  pros- 
ecute actions  pending  in  the  name  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  time 
he  was  adjudged  to  be  such,  no  matter  where  the  action  was 
pending,  if  it  was  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  debt,  or  other 
thing,  which  might,  or  ought  to  pass  to  the  assignee  by  the  as- 
signment. They  are  to  be  chosen  by  the  creditors,  but  the  pro- 
vision is,  that  as  soon  as  the  assignee  is  appointed  and  qualified, 
the  judge,  or  where  there  is  no  opposing  interest  the  register, 
shall,  by  an  instrument  under  his  hand,  assign  and  convey  to 
the  assignee  all  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  the  bankrupt. 
Such  assignment  being  made  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  assignee 
within  six  months  to  cause  the  same  to  be  recorded  in  every  reg- 
istry of  deeds,  or  other  office  in  the  United  States  where  a  con- 
veyance of  any  lands  owned  by  the  bankrupt  ought  by  law  to  be 
recorded,  and  it  is  enacted,  that  such  records,  or  a  duly  certified 
copy  of  the  same,  shall  be  evidence  thereof  in  all  courts,  and  that 
in  suits  prosecuted  by  the  assignee,  a  certified  copy  of  the 
assignment  made  to  him  by  the  judge  or  register,  shall  be  con- 
clusive evidence  of  his  right  to  sue.  His  duty  to  sue  as  well  as 
his  right,  if  necessary  to  collect  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt,  is 
shown  beyond  all  doubt :  but  it  is  as  clear  as  anything  in  judi- 
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cial  investigation  can  be,  that  he  cannot  perform  that  duty,  nor 
exercise  that  right  in  the  Federal  Courts,  unless  the  jurisdiction 
in  this  case  is  sustained^  and  it  is  not  pretended  bj  either  partj 
that  the  process  of  the  District  Court  in  such  a  case  extends 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  district. 

Debts  due  to  the  bankrupt  from  persons  resident  in  the  district 
where  proceedings  are  pending,  it  is  conceded,  may  be  col- 
lected by  suit  in  such  District  Court,  which  proves  to  a  demon- 
stration that  it  is  the  subject-matter,  and  not  the  citizenship 
of  the  parties,  which  gives  the  jurisdiction,  as  in  that  case  it  must 
be  understood  that  both  parties  are  citizens  of  the  same  State. 

Power  to  establish  uniform  laws  on  the  subject  of  bankruptcy 
is  conferred  upon  Congress  by  the  Constitution,  and  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  Bankrupt  Act  and  all  its  provisions  were  framed  in 
pursuance  to  that  authority.  Whatever  jurisdiction,  therefore, 
the  District  Courts  have  in  actions  brought  by  assignees  to 
collect  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt,  or  to  recover  any  of  his 
rights  of  property,  real  or  personal,  is  derived  from  the  Bank- 
rupt Act,  passed  in  pursuance  of  that  authority.  Comprehen- 
sive and  explicit  as  that  clause  of  the  Constitution  is,  it  is  not 
possible  to  doubt  that  it  empowers  Congress,  not  only  to  es- 
tablish uniform  laws  on  the  subject  of  bankruptcies  throughout 
the  United  States,  but  also  to  commit  the  execution  of  the  sys- 
tem to  such  courts  of  the  United  States  as  Congress  shall  see  fit, 
and  to  prescribe  such  modes  of  procedure  and  means  of  admin- 
istering the  system  as  Congress  in  their  discretion  shall  deem 
best  suited  to  carry  it  into  successful  operation.  Congress 
accordingly  passed  the  existing  Bankrupt  Act,  and  conferred  the 
exclusive,  original  jurisdiction,  except  in  a  limited  class  of  cases, 
upon  the  District  Courts,  giving  the  Circuit  Courts,  within  and  for 
the  district  where  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  shall  be  pend- 
ing, except  where  special  provision  is  otherwise  made,  the  power 
to  revise  all  such  cases  and  questions  arising  under  the  act,  as 
in  a  court  of  equity,  in  term  time  or  in  vacation. 

Original  jurisdiction  is  also  conferred  upon  the  Circuit  Ooufts, 
concurrent  with  the  District  Courts  of  the  same  district,  in  all 
suits  at  law,  or  in  equity,  which  may  be  brought  by  the  assignee 
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in  bankruptcy  against  anj  person  claiming  an  adverse  interest, 
or  bj  such  person  against  such  assignee,  touching  any  property, 
or  rights  of  property  of  said  bankrupt,  transferable  to,  or  vested 
in,  such  assignee.  District  Courts,  in  the  exercise  of  their  exclu- 
sive original  jurisdiction,  may  act  in  administrative  matters,  or 
matters  of  mere  discretion,  as  well  in  vacation  as  in  term  time. 
And  a  judge,  sitting  at  chambers,  in  such  matters  has  the  same 
powers  and  jurisdiction  as  when  sitting  in  court,  and  all  such 
adjudications,  orders,  and  decrees  may  be  revised  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  within  and  for  the  district  where  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy shall  be  pending  under  the  first  clause  of  §  2  of  the 
same  act.  Morgan  v.  Thomhillj  11  Wall.  72 ;  HaU  v.  AlUn^ 
12  Wall.  458. 

Jurisdiction  is  also  conferred  upon  the  District  Courts,  in 
actions  at  law,  or  suits  in  equity  to  collect  the  ^^  assets  of  the 
bankrupt,''  or  as  the  enactment  is  expressed  in  §  14  of*  the 
act,  **  to  sue  for  and  recover "  all  rights  in  equity,  choses  in 
action,  patents  and  patent  rights  and  copyrights,  all  debts  due 
to  the  bankrupt,  or  any  person  for  his  use,  and  all  property  real 
and  personal,  and  all  damages  for  injuries  to  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  also  to  redeem  all  his  property  or  estate  as  fully 
as  the  bankrupt  might  or  could  have  done,  if  no  assignment  had 
been  made.  Actions  at  law  or  suits  in  equity,  under  those 
clauses,  cannot  be  heard  and  determined  by  the  District  Court 
at  chambers  nor  in  vacation,  nor  can  any  judgment  or  decree 
entered  by  the  District  Court,  in  such  a  case,  be  revised  by  the 
Circuit  Court,  under  the  first  clause  of  §  2  of  the  Bankrupt 
Act.  Knight  v.  Cheney ^  6  N.  B,  R.  805-309  ;  Smith  v.  Mason^ 
6  N.  B.  B.  7. 

Writs  of  error  may  be  allowed  in  such  cases  to  the  Circuit 
Courts,  in  actions  at  law,  and  appeals  may  be  taken  to  the  same 
courts  in  all  cases  in  equity,  when  the  debt  or  damages  claimed 
amount  to  more  than  $  500,  and  the  like  remedy  is  given  to  the 
losing  party,  in  the  Circuit  Court,  to  remove  the  cause  into  the 
Supreifie  Court,  where  the  matter  in  dispute  shall  exceed  $  2,000. 
^  Judgments  or  decrees  in  the  District  Courts,  where  the  debt  or 
damage  does  not  amount  to  more  than  $  500,  are  final  in  that  court, 
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and  judgments  and  decrees  in  such  cases  in  the  Circnit  Courts, 
where  the  matter  in  dispute  shall  not  exceed  $  2,000  are  final  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  judgment  or  decree  was  rendered. 
The  execution  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  to  the  extent  already  described, 
is  committed  to  the  Federal  Courts  organized  under  the  Judiciary 
Act.  Provision  is  also  made,  by  §  3  of  the  act,  for  the  appoint- 
ment in  each  Congressional  District,  of  one  or  more  registers 
in  bankruptcy,  to  assist  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  -in  the 
performance  of  his  duties  under  the  act,  showing  that  Congress 
intended  to  provide  every  necessary  instrumentality  to  execute 
the  system,  in  all  its  details.  Important  duties,  under  the  act, 
also  devolve  upon  the  marshal  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
settled  practice  is,  that  oaths  must  be  administered  by  the  court, 
clerk,  or  register,  or  a  commissioner  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and 
that  neither  a  justice  of  the  peace,  nor  any  other  State  officer, 
not  authorized  to  administer  oaths  in  the  Federal  Courts,  by  an  act 
of  Congress,  can  administer  oaths  in  such  proceedings.  Viewed 
in  the  light  of  these  suggestions  as  the  question  must  be,  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  Congress,  in  framing  the  Bankrupt 
Act,  intended  to  provide  Federal  instrumentalities  for  its  com- 
plete execution,  and  such  as  are  sufficient  to  carry  it  into  fall 
effect.  State  courts  may  doubtless  exercise  concurrent  jurisdio- 
tion  with  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts  in  certain  cases  grow- 
ing out  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy;  but  Congress,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  intended  to  provide  the  means  for  the 
execution  of  the  law,  in  all  cases,  even  though  the  State  courts 
should  refuse  to  exercise  jurisdiction.  Confirmation  of  that 
view  is  derived  from  §  32  of  the  act,  which  provides  that  all 
proof  of  debts  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  by  or  in  behalf 
of  creditors  residing  within  the  judicial  district  where  the  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy  are  pending,  shall  be  made  before  one 
of  the  registers  of  the  court,  in  said  district,  and  by  or  in  behalf 
of  non-resident  creditors,  before  any  register  in  bankruptcy,  in 
the  judicial  district,  where  such  creditors  or  either  of  them 
reside,  or  before  any  commissioner  of  the  Cirtuit  Court  •autho^ 
ized  to  administer  oaths  in  any  district  tribunals  of  Federal  crea- 
tion.   Methods  are  also  provided  for  the  execution  of  the  bank- 
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rupt  law  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  in  all  the  seyeral  Terri- 
tories of  the  United  States,  and  the  prorision  is,  that  in  judicial 
districts  not  within  any  organized  circuit  of  the  United  States,  the 
power  and  jurisdiction  of  a  Circuit  Court  in  bankruptcy,  may  be 
exercised  by  the  district  judge,  showing  that  the  intention  of  Con- 
gress was  that  the  jurisdiction  created  by  that  act  should  every- 
where, within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States,  be 
exercised,  and  the  law  be  administered  by  Federal  tribunals  and 
officers  appointed  imder  Federal  authority. 

Unless  the  case  before  the  court  constitutes  an  exception,  no 
act  required  to  be  done  in  execution  of  the  bankrupt  law  can 
be  named  or  pointed  out  which  may  not  be  done  in  the  desig- 
nated Federal  tribunal  or  by  the  Federal  officer  designated  in 
the  bankrupt  law.  Enough  has  already  been  remarked  to 
show  that  Congress  never  could  have  intended  to  constitute 
any  such  exception,  which  sufficiently  appears  from  the  fact 
that  §  1  of  the  act  contains  no  language  to  support  any  such 
theory.  And  also  from  the  fact,  that  such  a  limitation  applied 
to  the  Circuit  Court  is  plainly  expressed  in  the  first  clause  of 
§  2  of  the  act,  giving  those  courts  general  superintendence  and 
jurisdiction  in  all  cases  and  questions  arising  under  the  Bank- 
rupt Act,  except  when  special  provision  is  otherwise  made. 
Subsequently  the  same  limitation  was  also  incorporated  into  the 
third  clause  of  §  2,  by  which  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  Circuit 
Courts,  concurrent  with  the  District  Courts  of  the  same  district, 
in  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  brought  by  the  assignee  against  any 
person  claiming  an  adverse  interest,  or  by  such  person  against 
such  assignee  in  the  cases  therein  described.  Such  jurisdiction 
is  concurrent  with  the  District  Court  of  the  same  district  which 
means  that  the  plaintiff  may  bring  his  suit  either  in  the  Circuit 
or  the  District  Court  of  the  district,  at  his  election,  plainly  show- 
ing that  Congress,  when  they  mean  to  enact  a  limitation,  find 
no  difficulty  in  selecting  appropriate  words  to  express  such  an 
intention.  Beyond  doubt  Congress,  in  enacting  the  bankrupt 
law,  intended  to  make  it  uniform  throughout  the  United  States, 
and  in  order  to  secure  such  uniformity  Congress  obviously 
intended  to  create  or  to  designate  tribunals  and  officers  to  exe- 
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cute  all  its  provisions ;  but  it  is  clear  that  if  the  supposed  defect 
of  jurisdiction  exists  in  the  District  C!ourts,  that  the  act  neither 
creates  nor  designates  any  tribunal  which  is  obliged  to  exercise 
any  such  jurisdiction.  Suppose  it  be  conceded  that  such  a  suit 
may  be  prosecuted  in  a  State  court,  the  concession  will  not  give 
any  support  to  the  theory  of  the  defendant,  as  it  is  settled  con- 
stitutional law  that  Congress  cannot  compel  a  State  court  to 
entertain  jurisdiction  under  an  act  of  Congress  in  any  case ;  that 
it  is  optional  with  them,  in  all  cases,  whether  to  entertain  any 
jurisdiction  or  not ;  that  they  are  left  to  consult  their  own  duty 
from  their  own  State  authority,  and  some  courts  have  held  that 
Congress  cannot  confer  any  jurisdiction  upon  a  State  court  in 
a  matter  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  govern- 
ment. Martin  v.  Hunter^  1  Wheat.  830,  831 ;  McLean  v.  La- 
fayette Bank,  8  McLean,  191 ;  Steams  v.  United  Statet^  2  Paine, 
811. 

Criminal  jurisdiction  cannot  be  conferred  upon  State  courts, 
by  an  act  of  Congress,  and  it  seems  to  be  everywhere  admitted, 
that  they  are  not  bound  to  exercise  jurisdiction,  even  in  civil 
cases,  but  that  they  may  decline  to  do  so  if  they  see  fit,  or  if  the 
laws  of  the  State  forbid  it.  Steams  v.  United  States,  2  Paine, 
809 ;  Houston  v.  Moore,  6  Wheat.  27 ;  1  Kent  Com.  (11th  ed.) 
899-400 ;  2  Story  on  Con.  8d  ed.)  §§  1762-66. 

Grant,  that  the  theory  of  the  defendant  is  correct,  and  it 
follows  that  the  bankrupt  law  cannot  be  executed,  except  by 
the  consent  of  the  several  States,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that 
the  State  courts  cannot  exercise  jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  if 
they  are  forbidden  to  do  so  by  their  respective  State  legisla- 
tures.. Strong  support  to  the  theory,  .that  the  jurisdiction 
exists,  is  also  derived  from  a  comparison  of  the  language  of 
§  6  of  the  prior  act,  with  the  language  of  §  1  of  the  exist- 
ing act,  in  view  of  the  authoritative  construction,  which  was 
given  to  the  provision  in  the  prior  act:  Provision  was  made 
by  §  6  of  the  prior  act,  "  that  the  District  Courts  in  every  dis- 
trict shall  have  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  and  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy,  arising  imder  the  act."  ....  And  that  the  juris- 
diction shall  extend  ^'  to  all  cases  and  controversies  "  in  bank- 
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ruptcy,  arising  between  the  bankrupt  and  any  creditor  or  cred- 
itors and  the  assignee  of  the  estate^  whether  in  office  or  removed, 
to  all  cases  between  such  assignee,  and  the  bankrupt,  and  to  all 
acts,  matters,  and  things  to  be  done,  under  and  in  virtue  of  the 
bankruptcy,"  etc.    5  Stat,  at  Large,  545. 

All  must  admit  that  no  words  are  contained  in  the  prior 
law  to  support  the  theory,  that  the  jurisdiction  was  intended 
to  be  conferred,  which  are  not  contained  in  §  1  of  the  existing 
act.  Nothing  of  the  kind  is  suggested,  nor  could  it  be,  as  the 
comparison  of  the  two  provisions  shows  that  the  language  of 
the  existing  act  affords  stronger  evidence  that  Congress  intended 
to  confer  the  jurisdiction,  than  anything  found  in  the  prior  act, 
as  the  clause  enumerating  certain  matters  cognizable  in  the 
District  Courts  contains  the  words,  '^  that  the  jurisdiction  shall 
extend  to  the  collection  of  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt,"  which 
words  are  not  contained  in  the  corresponding  provision  in  the 
prior  law.  Judge  Story  decided  in  Ex  parte  Martin^  6  Law  Rep. 
159,  that  the  language  of  the  prior  law  was  not;  in  terms  or 
by  fair  implication,  necessarily  confined  to  cases  of  bankruptcy 
originally  instituted,  and  pending  in  the  particular  District  Coiirt, 
where  the  relief  is  sought.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  not  unnatural 
to  presume,  said  the  same  Judge,  that  in  cases  originally  insti- 
tuted and  pending  in  one  district,  an  assignee  may  apply  to  reach 
persons  and  property  situate  in  other  districts,  and  require  auxil- 
iary proceedings  therein  to  perfect  and  accomplish  the  objects  of 
the  act ;  the  intention  of  Congress  was,  that  the  District  Courts 
in  every  district  should  be  mutually  auxiliary  to  each  other  for 
such  purposes  and  proceedings.  Speaking  of  the  language  of 
the  act,  the  same  judge  remarked,  it  is  sufficiently  comprehen- 
sive to  cover  such  cases,  adding  that  he  could  perceive  no  solid 
ground  of  objection  to  such  an  interpretation  of  the  provision. 
Belief  cannot  be  granted  by  the  District  Court  of  the  district, 
where  the  bankrupt  proceedings  are  pending,  as  the  process  of 
that  court  is  inoperative  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
district,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  State  courts  are  not  obliged  to 
entertain  jurisdiction  in  any  such  case.     Refusal  to  pay  a  just 

debt,  is  a  wrong  for  which  the  assignee  ought  to  have  a  remedy 
VOL.  in.  36 
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not  dependent  upon  the  option  of  a  State  Court,  but  it  is  clear 
that  the  plaintiff  has  none  such  in  this  case,  unless  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  District  Court  in  this  district  is  sustained.  States  in 
providing  their  own  judicial  tribunals  have  a  right  to  limit,  con- 
trol, and  restrict  their  judicial  functions  and  jurisdiction,  accord- 
ing to  their  own  mere  pleasure.  They  may,  as  Judge  Story 
remarked  in  a  later  case,  refuse  to  allow  suits  to  be  brought 
there  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  for  any  one  of  the 
reasons  mentioned  by  the  learned  Judge,  or  for  many  other 
reasons  which  might  be  suggested.  Mitchell  v.  Cheat  Warki  Co. 
2  Story,  666. 

Bankrupt  Courts  throughout  the  United  States,  it  is  believed, 
adopted  those  views  in  all  their  adjudications  made  subsequent 
to  that  decision,  in  administering  the  prior  bankrupt  law.  Direct 
adjudication  to  that  effect  is  found  in  the  case  of  Moore  v.  J<me$ 
et  aLy  23  Vt.  746,  in  which  the  opinion  was  given  by  the  learned 
District  Judge  of  the  Vermont  District.  The  Equity  jurisdiction 
of  the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States,  under  the  bankrupt 
act,  said  Prentiss  J.,  is  not  confined  to  cases  of  bankruptcy  origi- 
nally arising  and  pending  in  the  particular  court,  where  the 
relief  is  sought,  as  cases  of  bankruptcy  originally  instituted  and 
pending  in  one  district,  may  apply  to  reach  persons  and  proper^ 
situate  in  other  districts,  and  as  they  may  require  auxiliary  pro- 
ceedings in  such  districts,  to  perfect  and  accomplish  the  objects 
of  the  act,  it  is  held,  that  the  intention  of  Congress  was,  that  the 
District  Courts  in  every  district  should  be  mutually  auxiliary  to 
each  other  for  such  purposes  and  proceedings.  Ooodall  v.  TutUe, 
4  Chicago  Legal  News,  478. 

Contrary  decisions  have  been  made  by  several  of  the  Dis- 
trict Judges,  and  in  one  case  by  a  Circuit  Judge,  but  it  must 
suffice  to  remark  in  respect  to  those  decisions,  that  the  rea- 
sons assigned  in  support  of  the  conclusions,  do  not  appear  to 
be  satisfactory.  They  assume  what  is  not  correct,  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  District  Courts  is  confined  to  the  district 
in  which  the  proceedings  shall  be  pending.  Such  an  expres- 
sion is  contained  in  the  first  clause  of  §  2  of  the  act,  which 
describes  the  xevisorypower  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  but  it  is  not 
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contained  at  all  in  §  1  of  the  act,  and  Courts  of  Justice  have  no 
right  to  enact  any  such  amendment.  Suits  to  collect  the  assets 
of  the  bankrupt,  except  to  a  very  limited  extent,  cannot  be  main- 
tained in  the  Circuit  Courts,  so  that  if  the  theory  of  the  defend- 
ant is  correct,  there  is  no  right  under  the  bankrupt  act  to  main- 
tain suits  for  such  a  purpose  in  any  Federal  Court  in  a  case 
where  the  debtor  resides  out  of  the  district  in  which  the  proceed- 
ings in  bankniptcy  are  pending,  which  cannot  be  admitted  as 
the  whole  tenor  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  shows  that  Congress  in- 
tended to  provide  for  the  complete  administration  of  the  bankrupt 
system  in  the  Federal  Courts,  and  through  the  instrumentality 
of  federal  oflScers.  Confirmation  of  that  view  is  also  derived 
from  the  fact  that  Congress  borrowed  the  language  employed  to 
describe  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Courts  from  the  corre- 
sponding section  in  the  prior  law,  which  had  uniformly  been  so 
construed  by  the  Federal  Courts,  and  also  from  the  fact  that  it 
is  settled  law  that  Congress  cannot  compel  the  State  Courts  to 
entertain  such  jurisdiction  in  favor  of  an  assignee  for  the  collec- 
tion of  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt. 

These  and  many  other  considerations  which  might  be  adduced 
go  to  show,  that  the  cases  which  deny  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
District  Court  in  such  a  case,  are  not  well  decided. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Clabe. 

Although  an  inrentor  has  ohtained  a  patent  for.a  process  he  may  have  another  for  the 

product. 
There  cannot  he  more  than  one  valid  patent  for  an  invention,  nor  can  the  grantee  of  a 

patent  sustain  an  action  upon  another  patent  for  the  same  invention,  issued  afterward. 
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Separate  patents  for  separate  and  distinct  parts  of  the  same  inyention  are  nevertheless 
valid. 

A  patent  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  alleged  inventor  had  made  the  invention  when 
the  specification  was  filed. 

If  the  alleged  inventor  or  patentee  wish  to  show  that  the  invention  was  made  by  the  inven- 
tor previous  to  the  filing  of  the  application^  it  must  be  proved,  as  against  another  patent, 
that  it  had  been  reduced  to  practice  as  an  operative  invention. 

Previous  use  or  knowledge  of  an  invention  abroad  is  no  defence  against  a  patent,  nnlesi 
such  invention  was  described  in  some  printed  publication  so  clearly  as  to  enable  others 
to  put  it  in  practice. 

The  use  of  an  invention  by  the  author  thereof,  for  the  purposes  of  experiment,  though  con- 
tinued for  more  than  two  years,  will  not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  a  patent.  NdUior 
will  the  sale  of  it  for  two  years  by  others  without  his  consent. 

Where  an  invention  has,  through  the  acts  of  the  inventor,  gone  into  public  use  beyond  hb 
control,  his  right  is  forfeited  beyond  recalL 

The  defence  that  the  patentee  had  allowed  his  invention  to  be  in  public  use  or  on  sale  for 
more  than  two  years  before  he  applied  for  a  patent,  is  distinct  from  the  defence  that  he 
had  abandoned  it  to  the  public,  and  should  not  be  blended  with  it  in  the  same  pleading. 

Unavoidable  delay,  while  an  application  for  a  patent  is  pending,  is  no  ground  for  imputing 
abandonment. 

Mere  forbearance  to  apply  for  a  patent  while  the  inventor  is  experimenting  npon  his  inven- 
tion, and  perfecting  it,  testing  its  value,  or  dealing  with  any  of  its  necessary  incidents, 
practical  knowledge  of  which  is  requisite  to  its  usefulness,  afford  no  ground  for  presnm- 
ing  abandonment. 

A  patent  for  preserving  green  com  by  severing  the  kernels  from  the  cob  so  that  the  juices 
will  be  liberated,  and  the  toughening  of  the  kernels  by  cooking  prevented,  and  then  boil- 
ing the  kernels  and  juices  together  in  sealed  cans,  after  the  juices  have  exuded  from  the 
kernels,  is  valid,  although  a  patent  has  been  previously  granted  abroad  for  preserving 
certain  vegetables,  not  including  the  mention  of  com,  or  the  severing  of  the  kernels 
thereof,  by  boiling  them  in  hermetically  sealed  vessels. 


Bill  in  equity  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  preserving  green 
corn  according  to  the  specifications  of  letters-patent  numbered 
84,928,  35,274,  85,346,  36,826. 

While  the  cause  was  pending  the  defendant  died  and  his 
administrator,  R.  K.  Sewall,  appeared  in  the  place  of  the  origi- 
nal defendant,  all  other  necessary  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

William  Henri/  Clifford^  for  complainants. 

iJ.  K.  Sewall^  A.  A.  Strout,  and  Bradbury  and  Bradbury^  for 
respondents. 

The  patent  of  1862  as  issued,  is,  for  a  new  article  of  manufac- 
ture, prepared  by  the  process  therein  described,  and  notwith- 
standing Isaac  Winslow,  in  his  affirmation  made  February  18, 
1862,  says  that  the  original  papers  are  lost,  and  that  specification 
filed  by  him  of  that  date  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  one  filed 
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in  1853,  yet  the  examination  of  the  application  of  1858  and  the 
subsequent  correspondence  shows  beyond  doubt  that  this  state- 
ment was  erroneous,  so  far  as  the  manufactured  article  was  con- 
cerned, and  that  if  Isaac  Winslow  was  really  the  first  inventor  of 
"Indian  com  preserved  green"  (which  we  deny),  that  twenty 
years  had  elapsed  before  he  made  application  to  protect  his  in- 
vention, which  in  the  mean  time  had  become  public  property, 
using  that  term  in  its  widest  significance. 

The  patent  of  April  8, 1862,  p.  5,  contains  a  description,  not 
only  of  the  new  manufacture  sought  to  be  protected,  but  also 
of  the  method  or  process  used  in  producing  it.  An  analysis  of 
this  invention,  as  claimed  and  described  in  the  patent  and  speci- 
fication forming  a  part  of  it,  shows  its  elements  to  be 

Green  Indian  com  in  its  natural  state  and  in  the  ear.  This 
was  not  new. 

Removing  the  kernel  from  the  cob  by  a  curved  and  gauged 
knife  or  other  suitable  means. 

Packing  these  kernels  of  uncooked  corn  in  cans  hermetically 
sealed,  and  exposing  these  cans  to  steam  or  boiling  heat  for  about 
one  hour  and  a  half  longer. 

Puncturing  the  cans  and  immediately  resealing  the  same 
while  hot. 

Exposing  the  cans  to  the  same  heat,  for  about  two  hours  and  a 
half. 

The  new  and  useful  manufacture,  then,  was  green  Indian  com 
cooked  in  hermetically  sealed  cans  which  were  punctured  and 
resealed  during  the  process  of  cooking. 

This  patent  was  issued  April  8, 1862,  and  had  seventeen  years 
to  run. 

Now,  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  patent  of  April  8, 1862,  is 
for  a  new  article  of  manufacture  only,  and  does  not  include  the 
process.  It  is  true,  that  in  the  specification,  Winslow  recommends 
a  '^  method,"  but  he  does  not  claim  it  as  a  part  of  his  invention. 
That  he  did  not  intend  to  claim  the  process  is  apparent  from  the 
fact  that  the  language  of  the  patent  does  not  cover  it,  and  that 
Winslow  proceeded  to  take  out,  at  a  subsequent  date,  three  other 
patents  covering  the  process  and  distinct  parts  of  the  process. 
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If  it  is  said  that  the  process  is  covered  by  the  patent  of  April  8, 
1862,  then  there  was  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  Jones,  as  the 
assignee  of  Winslow,  to  extend  the  life  of  his  mvention,  described 
in  the  patent  of  April  8, 1862,  by  taking  out  letters-patent  for 
the  same  process  at  subsequent  dates,  each  having  seventeen 
years  to  run. 

Now,  neither  of  the  patents  embracing  the  process  or  com- 
ponent parts  of  the  process,  and  issued  subsequent  to  April  8, 
1862,  contain  any  reference  or  are  in  any  way  connected  with 
the  application  made  and  rejected  in  1853,  and,  inasmuch  a& 
the  application  of  1853  contained  no  allusion  to  Winslow's  clain^ 
to  obtain  a  patent  for  a  new  manufacture,  it  follows  that  in  thi^ 
hearing  all  the  patents  are  to  be  considered  as  issued  upon 
application  first  made  in  1862,  and  the  application  of  1853  is  no 
of  the  slightest  consequence,  and  is  to  be  disregarded  so  far 
the  claims  made  by  complainant  in  regard  to  it  are  concerned. 

As  to  the  patent  for  a  new  manufacture. 

Examining  carefully  the  claim  of  the  complainant  in  this  pa. 
ticular,  and  considering  the  stat^  of  the  art  at  the  time,  ^s-e 
respectfully  submit  that  there  is  such  a  palpable  want  of  inva  xi- 
tion  in  the  plaintiff's  claim,  that  even  if  he  had  been  the  6xr^t 
inventor  he  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  a  patent. 

Winslow's  alleged  new  manufacture  affords  no  scope  for-  a 
patent,  because  it  is  destitute  of  ingenuity,  skill,  or  invention. 
Blandt/  v.  CHffith,  3  Fish.  616. 

Judge  Lowell,  in  his  opinion  in  the  case  of  John  W.  Jones  et 
al.  and  William  Hodges  et  aL^  involving  the  very  patents  upon 
which  the  bill  is  brought,  says : 

"  The  ground  on  which  I  feel  bound  to  refuse  the  injunction 
at  this  time  is,  that  I  entertain  strong  doubts  whether,  in  view 
of  what  had  been  done  before,  there  was  any  scope  for  a  patent 
to  Wiuslow.  The  English  patent  of  Durand,  enrolled  in  1810, 
No.  3370,  is  for  a  method  of  preserving  animal  food,  vegetable 
food,  and  other  perishable  articles,  and  describes  the  Window 
process  exactly,  excepting  the  *  venting,'  as  it  is  called.  Durand 
is  very  full  in  his  directions  for  putting  the  articles  into  bottleB 
or  other  vessels,  sealing  the  vessels,  putting  them  into  a  boiler) 
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filling  the  boiler  with  water  and  boiling  it  for  a  longer  or  shorter 
time,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  article  and  other  circum- 
stances. He  shows  that  the  cooking  may  be  done  by  a  steam  bath, 
or  by  hot  air,  etc. 

These  patents  are  void  for  want  of  noTelty.  They  are  the 
application  of  old  processes  to  a  new  material,  —  the  double  use 
of  processes  well-known,  —  the  new  use  of  an  old  invention. 
Bray  v.  Hartshorn^  1  CliflF.  540  ;  Bean  v.  Smallwoodj  2  Story,  408 ; 
FhUlips  v.  JPage^  24  How.  167  ;  Hotchkiss  et  aL  v.  Greenwoodj  11 
How.  266  ;  Hovey  v.  StevenSy  1  Wood.  A  M.  290  ;  Curtis  on  Pat. 
(3d  ed.),  §§  51-55,  66  ;  Brunton  v.  Hawkes,  1  B.  &  Aid.  549, 
550  ;  Losh  v.  Hague^  1  Webs.  Pat.  Cases.  207  ;  Whitney  et  aL  y. 
BmmeU  et  aZ.,  1  Bald.  803. 

The  present  is  like  the  case  of  the  rocking-chair  in  Bean  v. 
SmaUwood;  the  door-knobs  in  Hotchkiss  y.  Greenwood;  the  an- 
chor in  Brunton  v.  Hawkes  ;  or  the  carriage  wheels  in  Losh  v. 
Hagxie. 

An  old  contrivance  applied  to  a  new  object  is  not  patentable. 

Winslow,  the  patentee,  publicly  used  the  invention  patented 
by  him,  or  allowed  it  to  be  used  for  profit  more  than  two  years 
prior  to  the  date  of  his  rejected  application  for  the  original  pat- 
ent, and  so  dedicated  it  to  public  use.  Shaw  v.  Cooper y  7  Pet. 
Pierce  bought  of  Nathan  Winslow  in  1848,  1849,  1850,  1851. 
Provost  found  the  Winslow  corn  in  the  market  in  1848  or  1849. 
George  Burnham  says  Winslow's  corn  was  in  the  markist  as  early 
as  1848.  Testimony  of  complainant's  witness,  Jeremiah  Ford, 
renders  this  conclusive.  P.  277,  Cross  Int.  6  ;  Record,  p.  55  ; 
Ans.  to  Int.  80  ;  J.  W.  Jones. 

The  relations  of  Nathan  Winslow  to  Isaac  were  such  that  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  he  knew  that  Nathan  Winslow  had  sold  the 
preserved  corn  for  profit  more  than  two  years  prior  to  March  5, 
1853,  if  he  had  not  actually  made  sales  himself.  They  were 
brothers.  Nathan  furnished  the  funds  for  the  business.  Nathan 
put  up  the  corn  under  the  direction  of  Isaac.  Nathan  was  Isaac's 
agent,  and  Isaac  was  bound  by  his  acts.  Bec^ford  v.  Hunt^  1  Mas. 
802. 

The  laches  of  the  patentee  render  the  patent  void  and  amount 
to  an  abandonment. 
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If  an  inventor,  after  his  invention  is  perfected,  unreasonably 
delays  his  application  for  a  patent,  and  others,  before  such  appli- 
cation is  made,  actually  perfect  and  apply  to  practical  use  the 
same  invention,  and  give  the  knowledge  thereof  to  the  public, 
and  the  former,  after  that  knowledge  of  such  subsequent  use  and 
invention  fails  to  make  objection,  and  apply  without  unreasonable 
delay  for  a  patent,  he  cannot  sustain  the  patent  he  may  afterward 
obtain,  because  he  has  failed  to  give  the  public  that  consideration 
for  the  grant  of  exclusive  privileges,  upon  which  all  valid  patents 
are  based.     Hansom  v.  Mayor  of  New  York^  1  Fish.  254. 

Abandonment  may  be  inferred  from  an  acquiescence  in  the  use 
of  his  invention  by  others,  or  a  neglect  to  assert  his  claim  by  suit 
or  otherwise.  Ibid.  There  must  be  reasonable  diligence  on  the 
part  of  the  inventor  to  perfect  and  patent  his  invention.  Cox  v. 
Orig^Sj  2  Fish.  174  ;  Ooodyear  v.  HilU^  8  Fish.  135  ;  Bacon  v. 
mih,  8  Fish.  185.  Blandy  v.  Ghriffiih,  3  Fish.  609.  No  appeal 
was  taken  by  Winslow,  after  his  first  application  was  rejected. 
No  new  application  was  made  for  the  period  of  nine  years. 
Meanwhile,  preserved  com  went  into  general  use. 

The  same  invention  substantially  had  been  patented  in  foreign 
countries  long  before  the  alleged  invention  of  Winslow.  By 
Durand  in  1810.  The  Durand  process  is  substantially  like  Wins- 
low's,  producing  substantially  the  same  result.  Cahoon  y.  Ring, 
1  CM.  692. 

The  patentee  is  not  obliged  to  state  everything  to  which  his 
invention  is  applicable  in  order  to  be  protected  in  his  right 
to  the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  the  invention.  JPike  v.  Potter, 
8  Fish.  55. 

The  sealing  hermetically,  puncturing,  and  resealing  of  Wins- 
low's  process,  and  the  leaving  a  small  aperture  imtil  the  heat 
takes  efiect  in  Durand's  process,  produce  substantially  the  same 
result.  The  process  of  Durand  was  not  a  new  process,  and  he, 
in  his  specification,  speaks  of  the  invention  as  "  conmiunicated 
to  him  by  a  certain  foreigner,  residing  abroad,  of  the  method  of 
preserving  animal  food,  vegetable  food,  and  other  perishable 
articles." 

Vegetable  food  includes  green  com.  The  Durand  patent  speci- 
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fies  the  putting  the  ^^  vegetable  substances  "  into  the  cans  in  ^^  a 
raw  or  crude  state."  If  it  be  said  that  Durand's  process  contem- 
plated the  cooking  the  corn  on  the  cob,  the  reply  is,  such  is  not 
the  meaning  of  the  language  used.  "  Raw  or  crude  state,"  — 
"  raw  "  means  "  uncooked  "  ;  so  does  "  crude."  Worcester 
defines  crude  thus :  ^^  in  a  raw  state  ;  raw ;  uncooked  ;  im- 
dressed  " :  "  not  ripened ;  immature ;  unripe."  Durand's  patent 
does  not  mean  by  ^^  crude  "  that  the  vegetables  must  be  in  the 
same  state  in  which  they  grew,  but  as  equivalent  to  "  raw,"  that 
is,  uncooked,  and  in  this  sense  the  corn  is  crude,  as  much  so  as 
the  peas  and  beans  that  are  shelled  or  the  vegetables  that  may  be 
sliced.  Winslow  took  no  such  distinction,  for  he  says  that  his 
method  applies  to  ears  of  corn,  though  he  allows  that  he  does 
not  recommend  their  use. 

The  subject-matter  of  the  first  patent  set  up  by  complainants, 
being  neither  ^^  an  art,  a  machine,  manufacture,  or  composition 
of  matter,"  does  not  come  within  the  purview  of  patentable 
things. 

The  acts  of  Nathan  Winslow  and  J.  W.  Jones  were,  in  law  and 
equity,  the  acts  of  Isaac  Winslow  in  relation  to  the  public 
use  of  the  alleged  patented  rights.  4  Wash.  C.  C.  636,  above 
cited. 

The  patentee  has  claimed  more  than  his  own  invention.  The 
puncturing  the  cans  to  prevent  their  bursting  was  neither  origi- 
nal nor  new.  Cooking  vegetables  in  hermetically  sealed  vessels 
was  well  known  before  the  date  of  the  invention  claimed  by  the 
complainants. 

The  patent  of  May  20, 1862,  recites  this.  There  has  been  no 
disclaimer  by  patentee.     Singer  v.  Walmsleyy  1  Pish.  558. 

CuFPOBD,  J.  Inventions  lawfully  secured  by  letters-patent 
are  the  property  of  the  inventors,  and  as  such  the  franchise 
and  the  patented  product  are  as  much  entitled  to  legal  protec- 
tion as  any  other  species  of  property,  real  or  personal.  They 
are  indeed  property  even  before  they  are  patented,  and  continue 
to  be  such,  even  without  that  protection,  until  the  inventor 
abandons  the  same  to  the  public,  unless  he  suffers  the  patented 
product  to  be  in  public  use,  or  on  sale,  with  his  consent  and 
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allowance,  for  more  than  two  years  before  he  files  his  applica- 
tion for  a  patent.    5  Stat,  at  Large,  123 ;  5  Ibid.,  354. 

On  the  8th  of  March,  1853,  Isaac  Winslow  of  Philadelphia 
filed  in  the  Patent  Office  an  application  for  a  patent  for  '^  a  new 
and  improved  mode  of  preserving  green  com,"  in  which  he 
stated  that  he  had  invented  a  new  and  useful  improvement  for 
accomplishing  that  object,  and  prayed  that  letters-patent  might 
be  granted  to  him  for  that  invention.  Certain  portions  of  the 
mvention  were  not  illustrated  either  by  drawing  or  models,  and 
in  consequence  of  that  omission  the  application,  on  the  1st  of 
August  following,  was  returned  to  the  inventor,  leaving  it  to  his 
option  to  supply  the  omission  or  to  modify  liis  claim.  He  elected 
to  supply  the  deficiency,  and  on  the  26th  of  October  succeeding 
he  filed  in  the  Patent  Office  additional  drawings  and  a  model  of 
the  invention  and  samples  of  the  patented  product.  Informa- 
tion from  the  Patent  Office  was  communicated  to  the  inventor,  on 
the  2d  of  November,  in  the  same  year,  that  the  office  did  not 
regard  the  operation  of  cutting  the  corn  from  the  cob  as  any  part 
of  the  process  of  preserving  the  product,  and  requesting  him  to 
decide  whether  the  office  should  examine  the  process  of  preserv- 
ing, or  that  of  removing  the  corn  from  the  cob,  under  the  fee 
already  paid,  evidently  showing  that  the  office  required  another 
fee  if  both  were  to  be  examined.  Compelled  to  elect  a  second 
time,  the  applicant  decided  to  strike  out  his  second  claim,  and 
consented  to  take  a  patent  for  the  process  of  preserving  the 
patent  product.  Nothing  further  was  done  until  the  19th  of 
the  same  month,  when  the  Patent  Office  informed  the  applicant 
that  the  office  was  of  the  opinion  that  his  process  was  substan- 
tially the  same  as  that  in  common  use  for  preserving  both  vege- 
table and  animal  substances.  On  the  18th  of  February,  1862, 
the  inventor  filed  in  the  Patent  Office  a  new  application  for  a 
patent,  referring  to  the  fact  that  his  prior  application,  as  modi- 
fied, was  rejected,  and  renewing  the  prayer  that  letters-patent 
might  be  granted  to  him  for  the  entire  improvement.  In  the 
mean  time  the  inventor  assigned  the  business  over  to  his  brother 
and  the  complainant,  with  the  stipulation  that  he  would  give  the 
assignees  the  benefit  of  any  improvement  he  should  make,  and 
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of  his  knowledge  of  the  new  process.  Before  the  second  appli- 
cation for  a  patent  wad  made  the  entire  inventions  were  duly 
assigned  to  the  complainant,  and  it  is  proper  to  remark  that  the 
title  of  the  complainant  is  admitted. 

Four  several  letters-patent  were  granted  for  the  inventions, 
and  they  were  all  issued  in  the  name  of  the  inventor ;  but  each 
contains  the  recital  that  he  had  assigned  all  his  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  the  invention  to  the  complainant.  They  are  as  fol- 
lows :  1.  No.  34,928,  dated  April  8, 1862,  for  a  new  and  useful 
improvement  in  preserving  Indian  com  in  the  green  state. 
2.  No.  35,274,  dated  May  13, 1862,  for  a  new  and  useful  im- 
provement in  preserving  green  corn.  3.  No.  85,346,  dated  May 
20, 1862,  for  a  new  and  useful  improved  process  of  preserving 
green  com.  4.  No.  86,326,  dated  August  26,  1862,  for  a  new 
and  useful  improvement  in  the  process  of  preserving  green  com. 
Possessed  as  he  is,  of  the  absolute  title  to  those  improvements, 
the  complainant  claims  the  full  and  exclusive  right  and  liberty 
of  making  and  using  the  said  improvements,  and  vending  the 
same  to  others  to  be  used,  and  he  charges  that  the  respondent 
named  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  then  in  full  life,  from  the  13th  of 
September,  1867,  to  the  19th  of  November  in  the  same  year, 
unlawfully  and  wrongfiilly  used  and  practised  the  described 
improvements  claimed  and  patented  by  the  complainant.  Ser- 
vice was  made,  and  the  respondent  appeared  and  filed  an  answer. 
Amendments  were  made  to  the  bill,  by  consent,  admitting  new 
complainants,  and  also  to  the  answer,  allowing  the  respondent 
to  set  up  new  defences.  Reference  will  only  be  made  to  such 
of  the  defences  set  up  in  the  answer  as  were  pressed  in  argu- 
ment at  the  hearing.  Argument  to  show  that  the  title  of  the 
complainant  is  valid,  is  unnecessary,  as  that  is  admitted  by  the 
respondent,  and  the  complainant  having  introduced  in  evidence 
the  several  letters-patent  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  it  is 
conceded  that  they  afford  a  prima  facie  presumption  that  the 
patentee  is  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  several  improve- 
ments therein  described  and  secured  to  the  supposed  inventor. 
Much  consideration  need  not  be  given  to  the  question  of  infringe- 
menty  as  the  respondent  admits  that  his  foreman  —  though,  as 
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he  alleges,  without  his  consent  —  put  up  certain  parcels  of  green 
corn  preserved  substantially  by  the  same  process  as  that  de* 
scribed  in  the  specification  of  the  patentee,  and  substantially  the 
same  as  covered  by  his  patents,  amounting  to  seven  hundred 
cans,  which  have  been  sold  and  the  proceeds  and  profits  have 
been  received  by  the  respondent,  as  stated  in  the  account 
annexed  to  the  answer.  Unless  the  patent  is  sustained,  the 
question  of  infringement  is  an  immaterial  issue,  and  where  it  is 
admitted,  and  the  case  shows  that  profits  have  been  received  by 
the  respondent  to  a  substantial  amount,  the  question  of  the 
extent  of  the  infringement  is  usually  left  to  be  determined  by 
the  master.  Viewed  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions,  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  ease  depends  upon  the  defences  set  up  in  the 
answer,  as,  if  no  one  of  them  is  sustained,  the  complainants  are 
clearly  entitled  to  a  decree. 
They  are  as  follows :  — 

1.  That  the  patentee  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor 
of  the  improvements,  or  either  of  them,  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of 
complaint. 

2.  That  the  several  supposed  improvements  are  merely  old 
methods  applied  to  a  new  use,  and  that  the  several  improve- 
ments, and  each  of  them,  were  well  known  and  in  public  use 
prior  to  the  alleged  discovery  and  invention  of  the  patentee. 

8.  That  the  several  improvements  were  in  public  use  and  on 
sale  more  than  two  years  before  the  patentee  made  his  applicv 
tion  for  a  patent. 

4.  That  the  patentee  abandoned  his  invention  to  the  public 
before  he  filed  his  application  for  a  patent. 

Application  was  made  by  the  inventor,  in  the  first  place,  for 
one  patent,  to  embrace  all  the  several  subject-matters  described 
in  the  four  patents  subsequently  granted  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents.  Novelty  and  utility  are  both  required  to  constitute 
a  patentable  invention,  within  the  meaning  of  the  patent  law; 
but  where  both  of  those  qualities  are  combined  it  is^  settled  lav 
that  the  right  to  a  patent  does  not  depend  upon  the  "  quantity 
of  thought,"  ingenuity,  skill,  labor,  or  experiment,  or  the  amount 
of  money  which  the  inventor  may  have  bestowed  or  expended 
upon  his  production.     Curt,  on  Pat.  §  31. 
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Defences  inyolving  the  yalidity  of  a  patent  cannot  be  satis- 
factorilj  examined,  or  their  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  deter- 
mined without  first  ascertaining  what  the  invention  is  which  is 
embodied  in  the  patent  constituting  the  subject-matter  of  the 
controversy. 

Undoubtedly  the  first  patent  is  for  the  product  of  the  in- 
vention, or  for  the  new  article  of  manufacture,  to  wit,  Indian 
com  preserved  green,  or  Indian  com  preserved  in  the  green 
state.     In  his  first  attempt  to  preserve  the  corn  in  the  green 
state,  without  drying  the  same,  the  patentee  states  that  he  did 
not  remove  the  kernels  from  the  cob,  which  was  not  satisfactory, 
as  the  article  obtained  was  very  bulky,  and,  when  used,  the 
peculiar  sweetness  of  the  corn  was  lost,  the  same  being  absorbed, 
as  the  patentee  supposes,  by  the  cob.    Experiments  of  various 
kinds  were    subsequently  made   to   overcome   the    difficulties 
attending  the  effort  to  preserve  the  corn  without  drying  the 
same,  which  were  also  unsuccessful,  as  the  kernels,  when  pre- 
served, did  not  retain  the  milk  and  other  juices  of  the  com, 
leaving  the  product  hard,  insipid,  and  unpalatable,  and  without 
the  full  flavor  of  fresh  green  corn.    All  such  experiments  were 
abandoned,  but  he  finally  succeeded  in  producing  an  entirely 
satisfactory  article  of  manufacture,  which  is  the  one  described  in 
the  specification  and  claim  of  his  first  patent.    His  description  of 
the  method  of  manufacturing  the  product  is  substantially  as  fol- 
lows :  Select  a  superior  quality  of  sweet  corn  in  the  green  state, 
remove  the  kernels  from  the  cob  by  means  of  a  curved  and  gauged 
knife,  or  other  suitable  means,  pack  the  kernels  in  cans,  and 
hermetically  seial  the  latter,  so  as  to  prevent  evaporation  under 
heat,  or  the  escape  of  the  aroma  of  the  corn.     When  packed,  the 
cans  of  com  are  to  be  exposed  to  steam  or  boiling  heat  for  an 
hour  and  a  half,  then  puncture  the  cans  and  immediately  seal 
the  same  while  hot,  and  continue  the  heat  for  two  hours  and 
a  half  longer.     Afterwards  the  cans  may  be  slowly  cooled  in  a 
room  at  the  temperature  of  seventy  to-  a  hundred  degrees  Fah- 
renheit.   Indian  corn  thus  packed  and  treated,  the  patentee 
states,  may  be  warranted  to  keep  in  any  climate.    Being  pre- 
served in  its  natural  state,  as  near  as  possible,  it  retains  the 
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peculiar  sweetness  and  flavor  of  fresh  green  com  right  from  the 
growing  field,  and  it  is  only  necessary  to  heat  the  com  in  order 
to  prepare  it  for  the  table,  as  it  is  fiiUy  cooked  in  the  process 
of  preserving.  What  the  patentee  claims,  in  that  case,  is  the 
described  new  article  of  manufacture,  to  wit,  Indian  com  when 
preserved  in  the  green  state,  without  drying  the  same,  the  ker- 
nels being  removed  from  the  cob  and  packed  in  cans  heimeti- 
cally  sealed  and  treated  substantially  in  the  manner  and  for  the 
purpose  set  forth  in  the  specification. 

Attention  will  next  be  called  to  the  second  patent,  which 
purports  to  embody  an  invention  for  a  new  and  useful  improve- 
ment in  preserving  green  corn,  or,  in  other  words,  the  patented 
invention  is  for  the  process  of  manufacturing  the  new  product 
described  and  patented  in  the  first-mentioned  letters-pateni 
Necessarily  the  details  of  the  process  are  somewhat  fully  given 
in  the  specification  describing  the  patented  product,  but  the 
claim  of  the  first  patent  does  not  extend  to  the  process,  which 
shows  that  the  Patent  Office  committed  no  error  in  granting 
the  second  patent,  as  it  does  not  include  anything  patented  in 
{he  first  patent.  Goodyear  v.  Providence  Rvhher  Oo.y  2  CUflF. 
871 ;  same  case,  8  Wall.  798  ;  Seymour  v.  Osborne,  11  Wall.  659. 

Both  parties  agree  that  it  is  competent  for  the  Commissioner 
to  grant  a  patent  for  the  product  and  one  for  the  process,  and 
it  is  obvious  that  the  patent  under  consideration  is  for  the 
process,  which  is  not  included  in  the  prior  patent.  It  has  long 
been  common,  says  the  patentee,  to  boil  green  or  unripened 
com,  and  then  to  dry  the  same  for  winter  use,  but  com  thus 
dried  must  be  boiled  again,  when  prepared  for  the  table,  and  is 
more  or  less  hard  and  insipid,  as  it  loses  the  fine  flavor  of  fresh 
green  com.  Ears  of  com,  also,  are  sometimes  boiled  and  then 
hermetically  sealed  in  cans,  but  the  cob  seems  to  absorb  the 
sweetness  of  the  kernels,  or,  if  the  kernels  are  removed  from 
the  cob  after  boiling,  and  then  preserved,  still  the  fine  flavor  of  the 
natural  corn  is  lost.  Many  and  varied  attempts  were  made  bj 
the  patentee  to  preserve  green  com  on  the  cob,  without  drying 
the  same,  but  all  those  efforts  were  unsuccessful,  as  the  article 
was  bulky,  and  the  sweetness  of  the  com  was  absorbed  by  the 
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cob.  Subsequently,  he  conceived  the  idea  of  first  removing  the 
com  from  the  cob,  and  then  boiling  or  cooking  the  kernels  and 
preserving  them  as  thus  separated  from  the  cob.  Some  benefit 
doubtless  resulted  from  that  new  conception,  but  a  new  difficulty 
arose,  as  the  kernels  of  com  were  broken  in  being  removed  from 
the  cob,  and  the  milk  and  other  juices  of  the  corn  were  dissolved 
and  diluted  in  the  process  of  boiling,  leaving  the  product  insipid 
and  impalatable.  Unable  to  overcome  that  difficulty  in  that 
mode,  he  next  attempted  to  cook  the  corn,  without  permitting  it 
to  come  in  contact  with  the  water,  by  exposing  the  cans  con- 
taining the  corn  to  boiling  water ;  but  he  soon  found  that  mode 
of  preserving  the  com  was  unsatisfactory,  as  a  long  time  was 
requisite  to  cook  the  com  sufficiently  for  preservation,  and  it 
appears  that  the  milk  of  the  corn  evaporated  and  the  com  be- 
came more  or  less  dried. 

Two  other  patents  are  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  but  it 
is  clear,  that  the  patents  are  each  for  the  new  and  useful  im- 
provement in  the  process  of  preserving  green  corn,  and  that 
they  severally  embody  substantially  the  same  invention  as  that 
described  in  the  second  patent.  Improvements,  cousisting  of 
separate  and  distinct  parts,  may,  in  certain  cases,  be  secured  by 
separate  and  distinct  patents,  but  no  more  than  one  patent  can 
legally  be  granted  for  the  same  invention.  5  Stat,  at  Large,  192 ; 
SiekUi  V.  Falls  Co.y  4  Blatch.  508. 

Inoperative  patents,  or  such  as  are  invalid  by  reason  of  a 
defective,  or  insufficient  description  or  specification,  may  also  in 
certain  cases  be  surrendered,  and  the  Commissioner,  in  such 
cases,  is  authorized  to  cause  a  new  patent  to  be  issued  to  the 
inventor  for  the  same  invention,  but  the  Commissioner  does  not 
possess  the  power  to  grant  a  second  patent  for  the  same  inven- 
tion,  in  any  case,  nor  under  any  circumstances,  without  the 
surrender  of  the  first  one  granted  to  the  patentee.  Suffolk  Co. 
T.  Hayden^  3  Wall.  319 ;  5  Stat,  at  Large,  122. 

Apply  those  principles  to  the  case,  and  it  is  certain  that  the 
third  and  fourth  patents  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint  are 
Toid.  More  than  one  patent  for  the  same  invention  cannot  be 
legally  issued  by  the  Commissioner,  but  the  irregular  issuing  of 
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a  second  patent  cannot  impair  the  right  of  the  patentee  under 
the  first  patent,  if  it  was  valid  at  the  time  it  was  granted.  Tested 
by  these  rules  of  decision,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint, as  to  the  third  and  fourth  patents,  must  be  dismissedi  bat 
that  the  complainants  are  entitled  to  a  decree,  for  an  account, 
and  for  an  injunction  for  the  infringement  of  the  first  and  second 
patents,  unless  the  defences,  or  some  one  of  them  set  up  bj  the 
respondent,  are  sustained. 

The  first  defence  is,  that  the  patentee  is  not  the  original  and 
first  inyentor  of  the  respective  improvements.  Both  patents  may 
be  considered  together,  as  all  the  proofs  applicable  to  one,  apply 
equally  to  the  other,  and  the  positions  taken  in  argument  are 
the  same  in  both,  without  an  exception.  Before  examining  that 
defence,  it  becomes  necessary  to  refer  somewhat  more  fully  to 
the  nature  and  peculiar  characteristics  of  the  respective  improve- 
ments in  question,  in  order  that  the  evidence  adduced  may  be 
fully  understood  and  properly  applied.  Ears  of  com  may  be 
boiled  and  hermetically  sealed  in  cans,  without  infringing  the 
inventions  of  the  patentee,  but  the  difficulty  with  that  product 
and  the  process  which  produces  it  is,  that  the  cob  absorbs  the 
sweetness  of  the  kernels  and  the  article  becomes  insipid  and  un- 
palatable, and  consequently  it  is  not  salable  to  much  extent.  So 
the  kernels  may  be  removed  from  the  cob  after  boiling,  and  then 
be  preserved  in  cans  hermetically  sealed,  without  any  conflict 
with  the  improvements  embodied  in  the  patents  described  in  the 
bill  of  complaint,  but  the  process,  and  the  product  which  it  pro- 
duces, are  comparatively  valueless,  as  the  fine  flavor  of  the  green 
corn  cooked  in  the  usual  way  is  lost  in  the  process  of  manufacture. 

Corn  may  also  be  preserved,  when  in  a  green  state,  by  remoT- 
ing  the  kernels  from  the  cob,  and  boiling  or  cooking  the  same, 
before  the  kernels  are  packed  in  cans  hermetically  sealed,  with- 
out subjecting  the  manufucturer  to  the  charge  of  infringing  these 
patents ;  but  the  difficulty  with  that  process  is,  that  the  kemelfl, 
in  being  removed  from  the  cob,  are  broken,' and  consequentlf 
the  milk  and  other  juices  of  the  corn  in  that  state  are  dissolved 
in  the  process  of  boiling  or  cooking,  and  the  natural  aroma  of 
the  green  corn  cooked  in  the  usual  way  for  the  table  is  losti 
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and  the  product  becomes  of  little  or  no  yalue  as  an  article  of 
commerce.  Attempts  were  made  by  the  patentee  in  this  case  to 
remedy  that  difficulty,  by  packing  the  kernels  in  cans  not  sealed, 
and  exposing  the  cans  containing  the  kernels  to  boiling  water, 
but  the  process  was  unsatisfactory  in  other  respects,  as  it  re- 
quired a  long  time  to  cook  the  corn,  during  which  the  milk  and 
other  juices  evaporated,  and  the  corn  became  more  or  less  dried. 
All  experiments  of  such  kinds  having  failed  to  produce  the 
desired  result,  the  inventor  adopted  the  process  of  removing  the 
com  from  the  cob,  packing  the  kernels  in  cans,  hermetically 
sealing  the  same,  and  then  boiling  the  cans  until  the  corn  there- 
in became  completely  cooked ;  but  he  states  that  the  cans  must 
be  very  strong  or  they  may  burst ;  and  to  prevent  that,  he  prac- 
tised puncturing  them,  after  they  became  well  heated,  to  allow 
the  air  to  escape,  inmiediately  resealing  the  same,  to  prevent 
the  evap)oration  of  the  juices  of  the  corn  or  the  loss  of  the  natural 
aroma.  Cans,  if  sufficiently  strong,  it  would  seem,  may  be  used 
to  complete  the  process,  without  the  necessity  of  their  being 
punctured,  after  the  boiling  is  commenced,  but,  unless  the  cans 
are  very  strong,  it  is  better  to  puncture  them,  in  order  to  relieve 
the  internal  pressure,  and  to  prevent  them  from  bursting.  Even 
if  the  cans,  when  not  punctured,  as  described,  do  not  burst,  the 
air  contained  in  the  cans  and  the  vapor  become  more  or  less 
expanded  by  the  heat,  so  as  to  press  the  heads  of  the  can  out- 
ward, and  give  the  same  the  appearance  of  cans  which  contain 
the  gaseous  products  of  decomposition.  Such  appearances,  even 
when  the  corn  is  perfectly  preserved,  diminish  its  value  as  an 
article  of  commerce,  which  shows  that  it  is  better  to  puncture 
and  reseal  the  cans,  during  the  process  of  boiling,  unless  the 
cans  are  very  strong. 

Taken  as  a  whole,  the  description  in  the  specification  of  the 
respective  patents  constitutes  a  full  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirement of  the  act  of  Congress  in  that  behalf,  showing  that 
tlie  claim  of  the  patentee  in  the  first  patent  is  the  described 
new  article  of  manufacture,  to  wit,  Indian  com,  when  preserved 
in  the  green  state,  without  drying  the  same,  the  kernels  being 
removed  from  the  cob,  hermetically  sealed  and  heated  substan- 
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tially  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose  set  forth,  which  is 
well  justified  by  the  description  of  the  inyention  given  in  the 
specification. 

His  claim  in  the  second  patent  is  for  the  described  process  of 
first  removing  the  corn  from  the  cob,  and  then  preserving  the 
kernels,  substantially  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purposes  set 
forth,  which  is  also  well  supported  by  the  antecedent  description 
contained  in  the  specification,  to  which  it  is  appended.      Viewed 
in  any  proper  light,  it  is  clear  that  the  purpose  of  the  inventioDi 
as  evidenced  by  the  language  of  the  description  throughout,  is  to 
preserve  not  only  the  farinaceous  element  of  the  kernels,  but  also 
the  milk  and  juices  of  the  same,  which  give  the  peculiar  aroma 
or  flavor  to  green  corn  when  cooked  for  the  table  in  the  usual 
way,  during  the  season  when  the  kernel  is  full  grown,  or  nearly 
so,  but  before  the  milk  and  juices  of  the  kernel  become  concrete, 
as  in  ripe  corn.    Beyond  all  doubt,  the  patented  process,  if  the 
directions  are  properly  followed,  will  accomplish  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  invented,  and  will  enable  the  manufacturer  to  pre- 
serve the  kernels  of  green  corn  with  all  the  milk  and  other  juices 
of  the  same,  without  any  chemical  or  other  change,  except  what 
is  produced  by  the  cooking,  which  is  efiiacted  by  putting  the 
sealed  cans  containing  the  kernels,  with  their  milk  and  other 
juices,  just  as  the  same  were  removed  from  the  cob,  into  boiling 
water,  and  keeping  the  cans  with  their  contents  in  the  boiling 
water  for  the  period  or  periods  specified  in  the  descriptive  part 
of  the  specification.    Proof  to  that  effect,  of  the  most  satisfactory 
character,  is  exhibited  in  the  record,  and  the  patented  product, 
as  seen  everywhere  in  daily  use,  fully  attests  its  accuracy  and  truth. 
Sufiicient  has  been  remarked  to  show  what  the  improvements  are 
which  give  rise  to  the  present  controversy,  and  having  accom- 
plished that  purpose,  the  next  inquiry  is  whether  the  patentee  is 
the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  respective  improvements. 

Tested  merely  by  the  pleadings,  the  affirmative  of  that  issue 
is  upon  the  complainants,  but  the  complainants  having  intro- 
duced the  original  letters-patent  under  which  they  claim,  the 
rule  is  well  settled,  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  changed,  and  that 
it  is  incumbent  upon  the  respondent  to  show,  by  satisfactory 
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proof,  that  the  patentee  is  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of 
the  respective  improvements  as  he,  the  respondent,  has  alleged 
in  his  answer. 

Evidence  was  introduced  by  the  complainants  of  the  most 
satisfactory  character,  showing  that  the  patentee,  Isaac  Wins- 
low,  of  Philadelphia,  discovered  the  patented  process  of  pre- 
serving green  com  early  in  the  year  1842,  and  that  he  made 
snccessful  experiments  in  reducing  his  invention  to  practice  at 
Westbrook,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  during  the  latter  part  of  the 
summer,  or  in  the  early  part  of  autumn  of  that  year,  leaving  no 
doubt,  that  the  process  discovered  was  the  same  as  that  described 
in  the  second  patent  on  which  the  suit  is  founded,  and  that  the 
results  were  satisfactory  to  a  limited  extent.  All  doubt  as  to 
the  date  of  those  experiments  is  removed  by  the  statements  of 
the  witnesses,  as  to  the  attending  circumstances,  which  could 
hardly  fail  to  impress  the  memory  so  as  to  prevent  unintentional 
mistake,  and  there  is  no  reason  disclosed  in  the  proofs,  to  create 
any  distrust  as  to  the  integrity  of  the  deponents.  Though  a 
resident  of  Philadelphia,  the  patentee  sometimes  went  abroad  for 
temporary  periods,  and  in  the  spring,  prior  to  making  those  ex- 
periments, he  wrote  from  France  to  his  brother-in-law,  living 
at  Westbrook,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  requesting  him  to  plant  a 
piece  of  ground  with  sweet  corn,  evidently  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  means  of  making  such  experiments,  and  testing  the 
utility  of  the  new  process  which  he  had  invented,  and  it  appears 
that  his  brother-in-law  complied  with  his  request.  Pursuant 
to  that  arrangement,  he  visited  his  brother-in-law,  at  Westbrook, 
towards  the  close  of  the  summer,  or  early  in  the  fall  of  that 
year,  and  commenced  to  make  experiments  to  preserve  green 
com,  occupying  for  that  purpose  a  building  situated  on  the  same 
farm  which  had  previously  been  used  as  a  card-factory.  He 
worked  less  than  a  week  that  season,  and  the  experiments,  to  a 
large  extent,  were  unsatisfactory,  as  the  cans  in  which  the  com 
was  packed  were  not  strong  enough  to  resist  the  pressure  within, 
occasioned  by  the  boiling.  Attempts  were  made  to  preserve 
the  com  by  cooking  it  before  it  was  packed  in  the  cans,  both 
by  cooking  it  on  the  cob  and  then  removing  the  kernels,  and 
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also  bj  first  remoying  the  kernels  and  then  boiling  the  same, 
but  all  of  those  experiments  proved  to  be  wholly  uusatisfactorj^ 
as  all,  or  nearly  all  of  the  com  in  the  cans  spoiled,  and  all  such 
as  was  not  spoiled  was  found  to  be  insipid  and  comparatively 
tasteless,  and  of  little  or  no  commercial  value.  Experiments 
were  also  made  by  cutting  the  kernels  of  the  freshly  gathered 
green  corn  from  the  cob,  with  a  gauged  knife,  and  packing  tbo 
same  with  their  milk  and  other  juices,  in  cans  hermeticallj 
sealed,  just  as  the  kernels  came  from  the  cob,  and  cooking  the 
same  by  placing  the  cans  with  their  contents  in  a  large  vessel 
containing  boiling  water,  and  most  of  those  experiments,  when 
the  cans  proved  to  be  strong  enough  to  resist  the  inward  press- 
ure during  the  process  of  boiling,  without  bursting,  were  gener- 
ally satisfactory. 

Few  or  none  of  the  cans  were  properly  constructed,  and 
many  of  them  burst  during  the  process  of  boiling,  and  in  con- 
sequence of  that  tendency,  the  patentee  found  it  necessarj  io 
take  the  cans  out  of  the  bath  before  the  process  of  cooking 
the  corn 'was  completed,  and  to  puncture  or  vent  the  cans,  as 
described  in  the  specification,  immediately  resealing  and  replac- 
ing the  same  in  the  receptacle  of  boiling  water,  until  the  contents 
of  the  cans  were  cooked  sufficiently  for  table  use ;  and  the  proofs 
show,  that  when  the  cans  were  temporarily  vented  in  that  way, 
the  experiments  were  generally  successful.  Such  exi^eriments 
were  repeated  the  next  year  for  a  few  days,  during  the  proper 
season,  and  from  year  to  year,  to  the  autumn  preceding  the  time 
when  the  patentee  made  his  application  for  letters-patent. 

Practical  experience  showed  that  the  process  subsequently 
patented  was  much  the  most  successful  in  accomplishing  the 
desired  object,  but  the  process  required  strong  cans,  to  prevent 
them  from  bursting  during  the  boiling,  even  when  the  cans  were 
temporarily  vented  as  described ;  and  it  was  a  long  time  before 
the  manufacturer  was  able  to  furnish  the  inventor  with  an 
article  properly  constructed  for  the  purpose,  as  fully  appears 
from  the  testimony  of  the  manufacturer  of  the  cans,  who  was 
examined  as  a  witness.  Application  for  a  patent  was  filed  10 
the  Patent  Office,  by  the  inventor,  on  the  8th  of  March,  1853; 
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but  the  first  claim  was  neither  illustrated  bj  drawings,  nor  by  a 
model,  nor  did  the  applicant  forward  to  the  Patent  Office  any 
specimens  of  green  corn  preserved  by  his  process,  and  the 
specification,  on  account  of  those  omissions,  was  returned  to  the 
applicant,  leaving  it  at  his  option  to  supply  the  deficiencies  or 
to  modify  his  claim.  He  elected  to  supply  what  had  been 
omitted  when  the  application  was  filed,  and  on  the  26th  of 
October,  in  the  same  year,  filed  in  the  Patent  Office  additional 
drawings,  together  with  a  model  of  the  invention  and  samples  of 
the  preserved  green  corn,  and  requested  an  early  examination 
of  the  application  and  claims.  Doubtless  the  propet  officers  of 
the  Patent  Office  complied  with  this  request,  as  they  returned  the 
specification  on  the  2d  of  November  following,  informing  him 
that  the  office  did  not  regard  the  operation  of  cutting  the  com 
from  the  cob  as  any  part  of  the  process  of  preserving  the 
same,  and  requested  him  to  decide  which  part  of  the  alleged 
invention  the  office  should  examine,  whether  the  process  of  pre- 
serving the  product  or  that  of  removing  the  com  from  the  cob. 
Obliged  to  waive  one  for  a  time,  he  struck  out  the  second  claim, 
which  covered  the  process  for  removing  the  corn  from  the  cob, 
and  on  the  fourth  of  the  same  month  returned  the  specification, 
as  amended,  expressing  the  hope  that  the  office  would  be 
enabled  to  decide  favorably  on  the  remaining  claim  without 
delay.  His  hopes,  however,  were  not  realized,  as  the  office,  on 
the  19th  of  the  same  month,  rejected  the  amended  application, 
expressing  the  opinion  that  the  alleged  invention  was  substan- 
tially the  same  as  that  in  common  use  for  preserving  meats  and 
vegetable  substances. 

Except  an  occasional  visit  of  the  patentee  to  the  Patent  Office 
for  the  purpose  of  consultation  with  the  Conmiissioner  or  exam- 
iners, nothing  further  was  done  by  him  to  procure  a  patent  until 
the  18th  of  February.  1862,  when  he  filed  in  the  Patent  Office  a 
second  application  for  a  patent,  which  in  substance  and  effect  is 
the  same  as  the  one  previously  filed  by  the  same  party,  and 
which,  like  the  other,  seeks  to  procure  letters-patent  for  the 
entire  invention.  Before  the  rejection  took  place  the  claim  for 
the  product  had  been  stricken  out,  so  that  the  claim  for  that 
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part  of  the  inyentioii  had  never  been  the  subject  of  decision  bj 
the  Patent  Office.  In  view  of  the  circumstances,  the  Commis- 
sioner decided  to  review  the  whole  case,  and  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  proofs  before  him  entitled  the  applicant  to 
letters-patent,  both  for  the  product  and  for  the  process,  as 
shown  in  the  two  patents  under  consideration. 

Two  other  patents  were  also  issued  to  the  same  party,  but  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  thej  are  invalid,  as  having  been 
issued  for  the  same  invention  as  that  described  in  the  specifica- 
tion of  the  second  patent.  Repeated  decisions  have  established 
the  rule  that  a  patent  duly  issued,  when  introduced  in  evidence 
by  the  complainant  in  a  suit  for  infringement  is  prima  faeU 
evidence  that  the  patentee  is  the  original  and  first  inventor  of 
what  is  therein  described  as  his  invention,  and  when  taken  in 
connection  with  his  original  application,  is  prima  facie  evidenee 
that  the  invention  was  made  at  the  time  the  application  was 
filed ;  but  when  the  patentee  proposes  to  show  that  his  invention 
is  of  a  date  prior  to  the  time  when  he  filed  his  original  applica- 
tion, he  takes  upon  himself  the  burden  of  proof,  and  to  maintain 
that  theory  as  against  another  patented  improvement  of  the 
same  construction  and  mode  of  operation,  he  must  prove  not 
only  that  he  made  his  invention  at  the  period  claimed,  but  that 
he  reduced  the  same  to  practice  as  an  operative  machine. 
Johnson  v.  Booty  2  Cliff".  116. 

Suppose  that  it  is  so,  still  the  respondent  cannot  invoke  that 
principle  with  much  effect  in  this  case,  as  he  does  not  preserve 
green  corn  under  a  patent,  and  the  proofs  are  entirely  satisfac- 
tory that  the  patentee  made  the  invention  more  than  ten  years 
before  the  application  for  a  patent  was  filed  in  the  Patent 
Office.  Oreat  difficulty  was  experienced  by  the  patentee  through- 
out the  whole  period  in  procuring  cans  properly  constructed  for 
the  purpose,  and  the  proofs  show  that  it  was  that  imperfection 
and  difficulty,  more  than  any  other,  which  prevented  him  from 
making  an  earlier  application  for  a  patent.  Much  examination, 
in  detail,  of  the  parol  proofs,  introduced  by  the  respondent,  to 
show  that  the  patented  process  was  known  or  used  in  the  United 
States  before  the  early  experiments  made  by  the  patentee,  may 
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well  be  omitted,  as  it  is  not  pretended,  nor  can  it  be,  that  any 
other  person,  resident  in  this  country  either  before  or  since  that 
time,  ever  invented  such  a  process ;  and  a  careAiI  scrutiny  of 
the  evidence  given  by  those  witnesses  as  to  what  was  in  fact 
done  by  the  several  deponents,  will  show  that  no  one  of  them 
ever  preserved  any  green  corn,  in  the  mode  of  operation  circum- 
stantially described  in  the  specifications  of  the  patents,  until  the 
witness,  in  some  way,  and  to  some  extent,  became  acquainted 
with  the  process  of  the  patentee,  either  from  rumor  or  from  some 
one  who  had  assisted  the  patentee  in  making  those  experiments, 
and  in  most  cases  not  until  years  after  the  invention  was  made, 
and  in  some  cases,  long  after  the  patentee  had  filed  his  applica- 
tion for  letters-patent  in  the  Patent  Office.  Careful  analysis 
of  the  testimony  of  those  witnesses  shows  that  many  of  them 
never  practised  the  patented  mode  of  operation  at  all,  as  they 
cooked  the  corn  before  the  kernels  were  packed  in  the  cans,  and 
that  all  those  who  ever  did  practise  it  in  any  degree,  or  ever 
made  any  near  approximation  to  it,  never  commenced  to  pre- 
serve green  corn  in  that  way,  until  they  had  learned  something, 
by  rumor  or  otherwise,  concerning  the  mode  of  operation  which 
was  practised  by  the  patentee.  They  do  not  pretend  that  they 
invented  anything  of  the  kind,  but  all  they  claim  is,  that  they 
were  successful  in  learning  what  the  process  was  which  was 
practised  by  the  assignor  of  the  complainants. 

Beyond  all  doubt,  the  patentee  was  the  original  and  first  inven- 
tor of  the  process  in  the  United  States,  and  sufficient  appears,  even 
in  the  proofs  introduced  by  the  respondent,  to  convince  the  court 
that  the  first  knowledge  which  those  witnesses  ever  had  of  the 
patented  process  was  procured,  directly  or  indirectly  —  as  by 
report  or  rumor —  from  persons  residing  near  the  place  where 
the  experiments  of  the  patentee  were  made,  or  who  had,  at  some 
time,  been  the  employes  of  the  inventor,  and  had  assisted  in  his 
experiments.  Suppose  it  to  be  true  that  the  patentee  was  the 
first  person  in  the  United  States  who  practised  the  patented 
process  and  preserved  gi'een  corn  in  that  mode  of  operation,  still 
it  is  contended  by  the  respondent  that  he  is  not  the  original  and 
first  inventor  of  the  improvement,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
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patent  law,  as  the  process  had  been  previously  known  and  used 
in  some  foreign  country ;  but  the  decisive  answer  to  that  sug- 
gestion iSy  that  the  mere  previous  knowledge  or  use  of  the  thing 
patented  in  a  foreign  country  will  not  defeat  a  patent  issued 
here  to  an  original  inventor,  unless  it  appears  that  the  same 
invention  had  been  patented  in  such  foreign  country  or  had  been 
described  in  some  public  work  anterior  to  the  supposed  discovery 
thereof  by  the  patentee,  and  it  is  well-settled  law  that  patented 
inventions  cannot  be  superseded  by  the  mere  introduction  in 
evidence  of  a  foreign  publication,  though  of  a  prior  date,  unless 
the  description  or  drawings  contain  or  exhibit  a  substantial 
representation  of  the  patented  improvement,  in  such  full,  clear, 
and  exact  terms,  as  to  enable  any  person,  skilled  in  the  art  or 
science  to  which  the  improvement  appertains,  to  make,  con- 
struct, and  practise  the  invention,  to  the  same  practical  extent  as 
he  would  be  enabled  to  do  if  the  information  was  derived  from 
a  prior  patent.     Seymour  v.  OsborUj  11  Wall.  555. 

Next,  the  respondent  insists  that  the  process  described  in  the 
English  patent  to  Peter  Durand  supersedes  the  invention  of 
the  assignor  of  the  complainant  as  a  prior  discovery  and  for 
the  same  improvement.  Vegetable  substances  intended  to  be 
subjected  to  that  process,  the  specification  states,  are  to  be  put 
into  the  vessels  selected  for  the  purpose,  in  the  raw  or  crude 
state ;  but  the  patentee,  in  enumerating  the  articles  to  be 
preserved,  does  not  mention  green  corn,  nor  does  he  state 
whether  the  kernels  are,  or  are  not,  to  be  removed  from  the 
cob,  or,  if  to  be  removed,  whether  the  removal  is  to  be  eflFected 
in  a  manner  to  leave  the  kernels  unbroken,  or  by  means  of  a 
gauged  knife,  as  in  the  mode  of  operation  described  in  the  com- 
plainant's patent,  nor  is  any  mention  made  of  preserving  green 
corn,  or  any  other  vegetable  substance,  in  the  natural  juices  of 
the  article,  as  in  the  mode  of  operation  set  forth  in  the  patent 
mentioned  in  the  bill  of  complaint.  Instead  of  packing  the 
kernels  in  the  vessels  selected  for  the  purpose,  in  their  crude 
state,  as  su^ested  in  the  English  patent,  the  process  patented 
by  the  assignor  of  the  complainant  directs  that  the  kernels 
should  be  cut  from  the  cob  in  a  way  which  leaves  a  large  part  of 
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the  hull  on  the  cob,  and  breaks  open  the  kernels,  liberating  the 
juices,  to  use  the  language  of  the  patentee,  and  causing  the  milk 
and  other  juices  of  the  com  to  flow  out  and  surround  the  kernels^ 
as  thej  are  packed  in  the  cans,  in  such  a  mode  that  the  juices 
form  the  liquid  in  which  the  whole  is  cooked,  when  the  cans  are 
subjected  to  the  bath  of  boiling  water^ 

Evidently  much  is  due  to  this  feature  of  the  patented  mode  of 
operation  in  preserving  the  product,  and  causing  it  to  retain  the 
sweetness,  peculiar  flavor,  and  natural  aroma  of  green  corn  as 
when  fresh  gathered  in  the  season  and  boiled  for  the  table,  in 
the  ordinary  way  for  family  use.  Nothing  of  the  kind  is  sug- 
gested in  the  other  specification,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  a  care- 
ful comparison  of  the  descriptions  given  of  the  inventions,  in 
the  respective  specifications,  fully  justifies  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  expert  examined  by  the  complainants,  that  the  two  pat- 
ents are  essentially  and  substantially  unlike,  to  which  it  may  be 
added,  that  persons  having  no  other  knowledge  of  the  complain- 
ant's  process  than  what  they  derive  from  perusing  the  specifica- 
tion of  the  other  patent,  would  never  be  able  to  preserve  green 
com  by  that  mode  of  operation.  Palpable  as  these  differences 
in  the  mode  of  operation  are,  they  cannot  properly  be  overlooked 
in  determining  the  issue  under  consideration,  nor  are  they  merely 
formal,  as  the  proofs  are  full  to  the  point,  that  the  product  man- 
ufactured by  the  process  of  the  complainant  is  far  superior  to 
that  preserved  in  any  other  known  mode.  Other  vegetables, 
such  as  beets  and  carrots,  or  peas  and  beans,  may  be  packed  in 
the  cans  in  a  crude  state,  as  they  retain  their  juices,  and  may  be 
well  preserved  if  entirely  secluded  from  the  atmosphere,  as  by 
packing  them  in  vessels  hermetically  sealed ;  but  their  chemical 
composition  is  very  diflFerent  from  green  corn,  which  is  much 
more  difiicult  to  preserve  in  its  natural  freshness  without  loss  of  its 
peculiar  flavor  and  nroma,  as  accomplished  by  the  complainant's 
process.  When  the  kernels  are  cut  from  the  cob  they  are  opened, 
and  the  milk  and  other  juices  of  the  same  flow  out  and  become 
a  constituent  part  of  the  vegetable  substance  to  be  preserved, 
and  if  exposed  to  air  in  that  state  for  any  considerable  time,  their 
chemical  relations  to  each  other  will  soon  change  and  the  whole 
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substance  will  become  sour.  Exposure  to  heat,  if  seasonable, 
will  remove  that  tendency,  as  the  relations  of  the  elements  of 
which  the  substance  is  composed  will  become  fixed  and  the 
danger  of  putrefaction  or  souring  will  be  greatly  lessened,  or 
entirely  averted. 

Throughout  his  experiments  the  aim  of  the  patentee  was  to 
perfect  the  process  of  preserving  green  corn  without  losing  any 
of  the  natural  juices  of  the  cereal,  and  to  discover  the  method 
or  means  of  fixing  the  elements  of  the  corn  in  the  milky  state, 
so  that  when  packed  in  vessels  to  be  preserved,  their  chemical 
relations  to  each  other  would  never  change  unless  the  vesseb 
containing  the  corn   were  opened.      Obviously  he   could  not 
accomplish  that  purpose  by  putting  the  corn  into  cans  in  ti)e 
crude  state,  or  before  it  was  removed  from  the  cob,  as  the  juices 
of  the  kernels  would  be  absorbed  by  the  cob  in  the  cooking ;  nor 
could  he  accomplish  his  object  by  cutting  the  kernels  from  the 
cob  and  boiling  them  in  water  before  they  were  packed,  or  by 
cooking  them  in  open  vessels  without  water,  as  in  the  one  case 
the  milk  would  be  washed  out  of  the  kernels  and  with  it  all  the 
peculiar  favor  of  green  com,  and  in  the  other  case  the  aroma 
and  juices  of  the  cereal  in  the  green  state  would  be  lost  by  evi^ 
oration.     Suggestion  is  made  that  the  kernels  may  be  removed 
from  tlie  cob  without  cutting,  and,  if  packed  in  cans  in  that  state 
before  being  cooked,  they  may  be  regarded  as  having  been  packed 
in  the  crude  state,  which  may  perhaps  be  conceded ;  but  two 
answers  are  made  to  that  suggestion,  either  of  which  is  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  suggestion  cannot  serve  to  benefit  the  respon- 
dent. 

Because  that  process  is  substantially  different  from  the  com- 
plainant's process. 

Because  the  proofs  on  both  sides  show  that  the  product,  when 
the  green  corn  is  preserved  in  that  mode  of  operation,  is  of  a 
very  inferior  quality,  not  much  better  than  the  product  when  the 
corn  is  boiled  before  it  is  packed. 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions  and  of  the  expert 
testimony  in  the  case,  which  corresponds  with  the  same,  I  am  (^ 
the  opinion  that  the  patents  of  the  complainant's  are  not  saper- 


APEIL  TERM,  1878.  687 

Jones  §t  ah,  v,  Sewall. 

seded  by  the  aforesaid  foreign  patent  introduced  by  the  respon- 
dent. 

Enough  has  already  been  remarked  to  show  that  the  second 
defence  cannot  be  sustained,  as  the  eyidence  introduced  to  show 
that  the  patentee  is  the  original  and  first  inyentor  of  the  im- 
proTements  is  equally  persuasive  and  convincing  to  disprove  the 
theory  that  the  inventions  are  old  ones  applied  to  a  new  use, 
which  is  all  that  need  be  said  upon  the  subject.  Nor  is  any 
argument  necessary  to  show  that  the  other  defence  embraced  in 
the  same  proposition  must  be  overruled,  as  there  is  no  evidence 
in  the  record  to  support  the  theory  that  the  improvements,  or 
either  of  them,  were  well  known  or  in  public  use  prior  to  the 
alleged  discovery  and  invention  of  the  patentee.  Attempts  were 
doubtless  made  by  various  persons  to  preserve  green  corn  prior 
to  the  date  of  the  invention  in  controversy ;  but  it  is  so  manifest 
to  every  impartial  inquirer  that  they  were  of  a  character  sub- 
stantially different  from  the  process  and  product  patented  by  the 
assignor  of  the  complainant,  that  it  would  be  a  work  of  superero- 
gation to  repeat  the  explanations  which  demonstrate  the  truth 
of  that  proposition.  Such  an  issue  cannot  be  prc^rly  investi- 
gated and  determined  without  first  ascertaining  what  the  patented 
invention  is ;  but  the  moment  that  preliminary  inquiry  is  solved 
the  whole  difficulty  disappears,  as  it  at  once  becomes  self-evident 
that  none  of  the  methods  previously  practised  embraced  the 
mode  of  operation  invented  by  the  patentee. 

Patents  otherwise  valid  may  be  avoided  in  a  suit  for  in- 
fringement, by  proof  that  the  invention  was  in  public  use,  and 
on  sale,  more  than  two  years,  with  the  consent  and  allowance  of 
the  patentee,  before  he  filed  his  application  for  a  patent,  which 
IB  the  next  defence  presented  by  the  resp>ondent.  Inventions 
ceased  to  be  patentable,  at  one  time,  if  permitted  to  pass  into 
public  use,  or  to  be  on  sale,  for  any  time,  with  the  consent  and 
allowance  of  the  patentee  before  his  application  for  a  patent,  but 
the  more  recent  act  of  Congress  provides,  that  such  public  use 
or  sale  shall  not  have  any  such  effect,  imless  it  was  continued 
for  more  than  two  years  prior  to  such  application.  5  Stat,  at 
Large,  128 ;  Ibid.  354. 
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Full  proof  that  an  invention  had  been  in  public  use,  or  on  sale, 
with  the  consent  and  allowance  of  the  inventor,  for  more  than 
two  years  before  the  application  for  a  patent  was  filed  in  the  Patent 
Office,  is  a  good  defence  to  such  an  action,  if  the  same  is  prop- 
erly alleged  in  the  answer.  Agawam  Co.  v.  Jordan,  7  Wall.  607 ; 
McClurg  V.  Kingsland,  1  How.  209  ;  Stimpsan  v.  Railroad^  4 
How.  880 ;  Shaw  v.  Cooper,  7  Pet.  318  . 

Nothing  short  of  proof  that  the  invention  was  on  sale,  or  in 
public  use,  with  the  consent  and  allowance  of  the  inventor,  for 
a  period  exceeding  two  years,  will  support  such  a  defence,  as  the 
party  charged  with  infringing  the  rights  of  an  inventor  must 
bring  himself  fairly  within  the  words  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
which  justify  the  acts  charged  as  an  infringement.  Ryan  v. 
Ooodwin,  3  Sum.  518. 

Such  acts,  if  done  without  the  consent  and  allowance  of  tbe 
inventor,  are  plain  violations  of  his  rights,  and  of  course  will  not 
afford  any  justification  to  a  subsequent  wrong-doer.  Wyeth  v. 
Stone,  1  Story,  282. 

If  the  sale  or  use  is  without  the  consent  or  allowance  of  the 
inventor,  or  if  the  use  is  merely  experimental,  to  ascertain  the 
value,  utility,  or  success  of  the  invention,  by  putting  it  in  practice, 
that  is  not  such  a  sale  or  use  as  will  deprive  the  inventor  of  his 
title.  Jtyan  v.  Goodwin,  3  Sum.  618 ;  Pitst  v.  Hall,  2  Blatch. 
229 ;  McCormick  v.  Seymour,  2  Blatch.  240. 

Such  acts  of  an  inventor,  it  is  well  held  by  Judge  Story,  are  to 
be  liberally  construed  as  acts  of  an  experimental  cliaracter,  nor 
is  the  inventor  to  be  estopped  by  allowing  a  few  persons  to  use 
his  invention,  to  ascertain  its  utility,  or  by  any  such  acts  of  use, 
or  indulgence  to  others  to  use  the  same,  as  are  not  inconsistent 
with  the  clear  intention  to  hold  the  exclusive  privilege,  and  to 
secure  the  same  by  letters-patent.    Mellu9'\.  Silsbee,  4  Mas.  111. 

Where  the  party  has  subsequently  taken  out  a  patent,  the 
court  is  not  authorized  to  give  effect  to  such  a  defence  to  a 
charge  of  infringement,  except  in  cases  where  the  proof  is  clear 
and  cogent     Wyeth  v.  Stone,  1  Story,  281. 

Tested  by  those  rules,  as  the  case  must  be,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  defence  under  consideration  must  be  overruled,  as  there 
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is  no  evidence  in  tbe  record  to  show  tfaat  the  inventions,  or 
either  of  them,  were  in  public  use,  or  on  sale,  more  than  two 
years  before  the  inventor  applied  for  a  patent,  or  for  any  shorter 
period,  with  the  consent  and  allowance  of  the  patentee,  or  that 
he  had  any  knowledge  of  any  such  sale,  or  public  use,  at  the 
time  it  was  made.  On  the  contrary,  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
inventor  never  gave  his  consent  to  any  such  sales,  and  that  he 
constantly  asserted  that  he  intended  to  apply  for  a  patent.  Sales 
in  some  cases  were  made  by  his  brother,  but  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  inventor  disapproved  of  the  acts,  as  calculated  to  pro- 
duce embarrassment  wlien  he  presented  his  application  for  a 
patent  to  the  Patent  OflSce.  Public  use  of  an  invention,  unless 
by  the  patentee  himself,  for  profit,  or  by  his  consent  and  allow- 
ance, will  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  his  title,  as  such  forfeiture 
is  not  favored  unless  it  clearly  appear  that  the  use  was  solely  for 
profit,  and  not  with  a  view  of  further  improvements,  or  of  ascer- 
taining its  defects,  or  for  any  other  purpose  of  experiment  in 
reducing  the  invention  to  practice.  Pitts  v.  ffall,  2  Blatch.  236. 
Inventors  have  a  right  to  employ  all  means  necessary  and 
proper  to  enable  them  to  perfect  their  inventions,  and  to  reduce 
the  same  to  practice,  and  it  is  clear  that  no  such  experimental 
act  can  justly  be  viewed  as  legitimate  evidence  to  support  the 
defence  of  a  prior  unauthorized  public  sale  or  use  of  the  inven- 
tion, or  a  use  inconsistent  with  the  right  to  apply  for  a  patent  to 
secure  the  exclusive  authority  to  make  and  use  the  invention, 
and  to  vend  it  to  others  to  be  used,  as  provided  in  the  patent 
act.  Persons  charged  with  the  infringement  of  letters-patent 
may  set  up  as  a  defence  that  the  inventor  sufiered  the  invention 
to  be  in  public  use  and  on  sale  more  than  two  years  before  he 
applied  for  a  patent,  and  they  may  also  set  up  as  a  distinct 
defence,  even  in  the  same  answer,  that  the  inventor,  before 
he  applied  for  a  patent,  abandoned  the  invention  to  the  public, 
but  those  two  defences  ought  not  to  be  blended  in  the  same 
allegation,  as  they  depend  in  many  respects  upon  very  difierent 
principles.  Some  of  the  amendments  to  the  answer,  however, 
were  filed  by  consent,  and  inasmuch  as  no  exception  was  taken 
to  this  part  of  the  answer,  the  question  of  abandonment,  as 
pleaded,  may  be  considered  lus  open. 
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As  pleaded,  the  defence  is  that  the  inventor  abandoned  the 
invention  to  the  public  before  he  filed  his  application  for  a  pat- 
ent. His  first  application  was  filed  on  the  8th  of  March,  1853, 
and  he  filed  the  second  application  on  the  18th  of  Febniarj, 
1862,  which  it  is  conceded  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  first 
one,  which  is  still  on  file  in  the  Patent  Office.  Evidence  of  an 
affirmative  character  to  show  that  the  inventor  ever  uttered 
a  word  or  did  an  act  signifying  an  intention  to  abandon  his 
invention  to  the  public  before  he  filed  his  first  application  for 
a  patent  is  entirely  wanting,  nor  is  there  any  circumstance  intro- 
duced in  evidence  to  support  that  theory,  except  the  mere  lapee 
of  time  from  the  discovery  of  the  invention  to  the  filing  of  the 
application,  and  it  is  settled  law  that  the  mere  forbearance  to 
apply  for  a  patent,  during  the  progress  of  experiments  and  until 
the  party  has  perfected  his  invention,  and  tested  its  value  by 
actual  practice,  affords  no  just  grounds  for  any  such  presump- 
tion. Kendall  v.  WinsoVj  21  How.  328 ;  Agawatn  Co.  v.  Jordan 
7  Wall.  607. 

Apply  that  rule  to  the  present  case,  and  it  is  clear  that  the 
proofs  furnish  no  ground  for  such  a  presumption  before  his  first 
application  was  improperly  rejected  by  the  Patent  Office.  Such 
an  adverse  decision  operates  as  a  great  discouragement  to  an 
indigent  inventor,  as  was  strikingly  illustrated  in  the  case  o^  the 
inventor  of  the  improved  mode  of  manufacturing  wool,  who,  in 
consequence  of  such  a  decision,  was  kept  out  of  the  enjoyment 
of  the  fruits  of  his  genius  for  forty  years.  Agawam  Co.  v. 
Jordan^  7  Ibid.  604. 

Abandonment  or  dedication  of  an  invention  to  the  public, 
being  in  the  nature  of  a  forfeiture  of  a  right,  is  not  favored  in 
law,  and  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  decided  that  such  a  defence  could 
not  be  sustained,  unless  the  acts  of  the  party  invoked  for  the 
purpose  were  corroborated  by  some  declarations  manifesting 
such  an  intention ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  apply  that  rule  in 
this  case,  as  the  evidence  fails  to  disclose  either  any  act  or 
declaration  to  support  the  theory.  Argument  to  show  that  the 
inventor  was  entitied  to  a  patent,  at  the  time  his  first  application 
was  rejected,  is  unnecessary,  as  the  proposition  stands  confessed 
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by  the  Patent  (MSce.  Nothing  beyond  the  decision  of  the  oflSce, 
reversing  their  former  action,  would  seem  to  be  required  to 
establish  that  proposition;  but  if  more  be  needed,  it  will  be 
found  in  the  reasons  which  the  office  assigned  at  the  time  for 
refusing  to  issue  the  patent.  Those  reasons,  it  will  be  recol- 
lected, were,  that  the  alleged  invention  was  substantially  the 
same  as  that  in  common  use  for  preserving  meats  and  vegetable 
substances,  which  shows,  beyond  all  doubt,  that  the  office  never 
gave  the  subject  a  proper  examination,  or  utterly  failed  to  under- 
stand the  nature  of  the  improvement,  or  to  comprehend  the 
mode  of  operation,  as  scientifically  described  in  the  specification. 
Truth  was  crushed  for  the  moment,  but,  happily  for  the  cause 
of  justice,  the  reasons  given  for  the  erroneous  decision  remained 
on  file,  which  enabled  the  office,  at  a  later  period,  to  correct  the 
error,  and  to  do  justice  to  a  meritorious  inventor.  Construed 
strictly,  the  defence  of  abandonment,  as  pleaded,  has  respect 
only  to  the  period  of  time  which  elapsed  between  the  discovery 
of  the  invention  and  the  filing  of  the  first  application,  which 
was  rejected ;  but  the  respondent  insists,  in  argument,  that  the 
inquiry  under  that  issue  extends  also  to  the  facts  and  circum* 
stances  which  occurred  between  the  times  when  the  first  applica- 
tion was  rejected,  and  the  filing  of  the  second,  which  with  some 
hesitation,  is  admitted,  as  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  a  sec- 
ond application  was  necessary.  Suffolk  Co.  v.  Hayden^  3  Wall. 
819 ;  Godfrey  v.  Eames,  1  Wall.  326. 

Delays  in  the  Patent  Office,  which  an  inventor  cannot  prevent, 
will  not  impair  his  title  to  his  invention,  nor  can  any  use  of 
the  invention  during  such  delays,  if  without  his  consent  and 
allowance,  affi)rd  any  evidence  to  support  the  issue  that  the 
inventor  abandoned  tlie  invention  to  the  public.  Howe  v.  WiU 
liamSj  2  Cliff.  262 ;  Stimpson  v.  Railroad^  4  How.  402 ;  Good- 
year V.  Day^  Laws  Digest,  363 ;  Morris  v.  Buntingdon^  1  Paine, 
848. 

Suppose,  however,  the  period  between  the  rejection  of  the  first 
application  and  the  filing  of  the  second  is  as  much  within  the 
issue  presented  by  the  answer  as  the  period  between  the  discov- 
ery of  the  invention  and  the  filing  of  the  first  application,  still  I 
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am  of  the  opiaion  that  the  defence  that  the  inyentor  abandoned 
his  invention  to  the  public  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence 
exhibited  in  the  record.  No  one  but  the  inventor  is  competent 
to  abandon  his  invention  to  the  public.  His  acts  and  declara- 
tions, if  explicit,  are  suiBScient  for  the  purpose,  or  he  may  accom- 
plish the  same  end  by  continued  acquiescence  in  the  acts  dt 
others,  of  which  it  appears  that  he  had  knowledge ;  but  the 
proof  of  knowledge  and  acquiescence  must  be  beyond  all  reason- 
able doubt,  as  every  presumption  is  the  other  way.  McConnidt 
V.  Seymour^  2  Blatch.  255. 

Testimony  is  introduced  by  the  respondent  showing  that  the 
brother  of  the  inventor  made  sale  of  small  quantities  of  the  pre- 
served corn,  on  several  occasions,  but.  the  record  does  not  con- 
tain any  evidence  that  the  inventor  ever  sold  any  of  the  patented 
product,  or  that  he  ever  gave  his  consent  that  the  product  should 
be  sold  by  his  brother  or  any  other  person  before  be  filed  his 
application  for  a  patent.     Prior  to  the  application  for  a  patent, 
the  better  opinion  from  the  evidence  is,  that  none  of  the  product 
of  the  new  process  was  put  upon  the  market,  as  the  evidence 
is  satisfactory  that  he  knew  that  sales  or  public  use  more  than 
two  years  before  he  applied  for  a  patent  would  defeat  his  right 
Immediately  upon  filing  his  application  for  a  patent,  he  gave 
a  license  to  his  brother  and  the  first-named  complainant,  and 
received  a  royalty  from  them  for  their  manufacture.     Small 
amounts  only  were  manufactured,  and  few  sales  only  were  made 
subsequent  to  the  rejection  of  the  first  application. 

When  a  party  practises  his  invention,  merely  for  the  purpoees 
of  experiment  or  completion,  before  he  takes  out  a  patent,  the 
inference  that  he  intends  to  surrender  the  invention  to  the  pubKc 
does  not  arise,  and  consequently  a  dedication  to  the  public 
cannot  be  proved  by  evidence  that  shows  only  experimenUl 
practice,  by  the  inventor  or  his  employes,  whether  in  public  or 
private.  Such  an  inference  is  never  favored,  nor  will  it  in 
general  be  sufficient  to  prove  such  a  defence,  unless  it  appears 
that  the  use,  exercise,  or  practice  of  the  invention  was  somewhat 
extensive,  and  for  the  purpose  of  gain,  evincing  an  intent  on  the 
part  of  the  inventor  to  secure  the  exclusive  benefits  of  his  inven- 
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tion  without  applying  for  the  protection  of  letters-patent.  Curtis 
on  P.  (8d  ed.)  §  389. 

Exceptional  cases  arise,  as  where  the  invention,  by  acts  of  the 
inventor,  has  gone  into  general  public  use,  and  got  beyond  his 
control,  without  any  effort  on  his  part  to  restrain  its  general  use, 
and  in  such  a  case  it  is  held  that  he  cannot  resume  the  ownership 
dedicated  to  the  public,  and  that  his  right  to  a  patent  is  forfeited. 
Speaking  of  such  a  case,  however.  Judge  Story  said  in  Melltis  v. 
SiUbeej  4  Mas.  Ill,  that  the  inventor  "  is  not  to  be  estopped 
by  licensing  a  few  persons  to  use  his  invention  to  ascertain  its 
utility,  or  by  any  such  acts  of  peculiar  indulgence  and  use  as 
may  fairly  consist  with  the  clear  intention  to  hold  the  exclusive 
privilege."  Tested  by  that  rule,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  single 
license  referred  to,  which  was  not  granted  until  after  the  appli- 
cation for  a  patent  was  filed,  and  which  was  never  exercised 
except  to  a  very  limited  extent,  is  wholly  insufficient  to  support 
the  defence  that  the  inventor  abandoned  the  invention  to  the 
public.  All  must  agree  that  he  did  not  intend  to  dedicate  it  to 
the  public,  because  his  application  for  a  patent  was  then  pending 
in  the  Patent  Office,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  he  continued 
to  press  it,  with  confident  hopes  of  success,  until  the  adverse 
decision  was  announced.  Nor  does  the  record  exhibit  any  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  invention  got  into  public  use  with  the  con- 
sent and  allowance  of  the  inventor,  or  through  any  negligence  or 
improvidence  on  his  part.  On  the  contrary,  it  appears  that  he 
visited  the  Patent  Office  as  often  as  it  was  necessary,  to  ascertain 
whether  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioner  had  undergone  any 
change,  and  that  he  presented  his  second  application  for  a  patent 
as  soon  as  he  could  obtain  any  hope  of  receiving  a  decision  in  his 
favor.  No  persons,  except  the  two  before  mentioned,  ever  had 
authority  from  him  to  practise  the  invention ;  and  the  proofs 
show  that  all  others  who  did  practise  it  before  the  date  of  the 
letters-patent  obtained  their  information,  whether  from  rumor  or 
otherwise,  without  the  consent  and  allowance  of  the  patentee. 

Separate  examination  of  the  other  foreign  patents  introduced 
by  the  respondent  does  not  appear  to  be  necessary,  as  the  stress 
of  the  argument  to  show  that  the  patentee  in  the  patent  of  the 
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complainant  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  im- 
provement, seems  to  rest  upon  the  Durand  patent,  which  the 
principal  expert  of  the  complainant  says  would  not  succeed  with 
green  com,  and  he  supports  that  conclusion  with  reasons  which 
are  both  persuasive  and  convincing.  Due  attention  to  the  nature 
of  the  invention  in  question  and  to  its  described  mode  of  opera- 
tion is  all  that  is  necessary  to  render  the  reasons  given  by  tiie 
witness  conclusive,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  patent  in  the  other  case 
does  not  contain  a  word  to  indicate  that  the  patentee  ever 
thought  of  removing  the  kernels  from  the  cob  by  means  of  a 
gauged  knife,  for  the  purpose  of  liberating  the  juices  of  the 
same,  so  that  the  kernels,  as-  packed  in  the  cans,  would  be 
cooked  in  their  own  juices  when  the  cans  are  placed  in  the  bath 
of  boiling  water.  Sweet  com,  in  the  green  state,  as  the  witness 
testifies,  is  a  peculiar  substance,  differing  materially  from  any 
other  cereal,  seed,  fruit,  or  vegetable  used  as  food.  Its  composi- 
tion and  structure  are  such  that  it  is  singularly  susceptible  to 
fermentative  decompositions  and  changes,  more  so  than  any  fruit 
or  vegetable  that  has  been  successfully  preserved  in  hermetically 
closed  packages  for  any  considerable  length  of  time.  Such  lia- 
bility to  rapid  change  is  not  due  to  any  one  particular  constitu- 
ent, but  to  the  presence  together  of  sevend  substances,  such  as 
gluten,  sugar,  fat,  and  starch,  in  such  proportions  as  are  best 
adapted  for  fermentation  and  action  upon  each  other.  Its  pecul- 
iar flavor,  other  than  its  sweetness,  is  contained  in,  and  associ- 
ated with,  the  fat  or  oil  present,  so  that  very  slight  fermentations 
of  the  other  constitutents  are  sufficient  to  destroy  that  peculiar 
aroma. 

Green  com  of  the  kind  mentioned,  in  common  with  other 
cereals,  contains  more  phosphorus  or  phosphoric  acid  than  firuits 
or  other  vegetables.  As  compared  with  sweet  peas,  for  instance, 
the  kernels  of  sweet  com  are  much  more  delicate  and  liable  to 
change,  as  they  contain  a  much  larger  proportion  of  milk,  juice, 
or  sap,  which  itself  contains  more  sugar,  starch,  and  oil  than  the 
juice  of  sweet  peas ;  and  the  glutinous  or  nitrogenous  constitu- 
ent, which  acts  as  the  ferment  or  primary  cause  of  change,  is 
much  more  active  in  the  juice  of  sweet  com  than  in  that  of 
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sweet  peas.  Equally  instructive  support  to  the  same  view  is 
derived  by  comparing  sweet  com  with  such  fruits  as  peaches,  as 
the  juice  of  the  peach  contains  no  oil,  and  the  kernels  of  sweet 
com  contain  only  one  eighth  as  much  water  as  the  peach,  besides 
other  differences  of  an  equally  important  character,  showing  that 
such  fruitB  as  peaches  are  much  less  liable  to  ferment  than  sweet 
com,  and  that  they  are  much  more  easily  packed  and  preserved. 
Examined  in  the  light  of  these  suggestions,  as  the  case  should 
be,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  mode  of  operation  described  in  the 
specification  of  the  complainant's  patent  differed  widely  from 
anything  which  preceded  it,  and  that  it  effects  a  new  and  highly 
useful  result ;  and  for  these  reasons  the  complainants  are  enti- 
tled to  a  decree,  for  an  account,  and  for  an  injunction. 
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BEFORE  CLEFFOBD  AND  KNOWLES,  JJ. 

Charles  A.  Nichols,  Assignee,  v.  Amasa  M.  Eaton  et  al. 

The  provlBO  of  a  will  bequeathing  all  the  testator*8  property  to  certain  tmstees  was  as  fol- 
lows: "  Provided  also  that,  if  my  said  sons  respectively  should  alienate  or  dispose  of  the 
income  to  which  they  are  respectively  entitled  under  the  preceding  trusts;  or  if,  by 
reason  of  the  banlcruptcy  or  insolvency  of  my  said  sons  respectively,  or  by  any  other 
means  whatsoever,  the  said  income  can  no  longer  be  personally  ei\joyed  by  ray  said  sons 
respectively,  but  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  shall,  or  but  for  this  present  provision 
would,  belong  to,  or  become  vested  in  or  payable  to,  some  other  person  or  persons,  — 
then  the  trusts  hereinbefore  expressed  concerning  the  said  income,  or  concerning  so 
much  thereof  as  should  or  would  have  so  become  vested  in  or  payable  to  any  other  per- 
son or  persons  other  than  my  said  sons  respectively  as  aforesaid,  shall  immediately 
thereupon  cease  and  determine.  And  the  same  income  shall  be  applied  by  my  said  trus- 
tees during  all  the  then  residue  of  the  life  of  my  said  sons  respectively  in  manner  follow- 
ing, that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  said  income,  or  such  part  thereof  as 
aforesaid,  to  and  for  the  support  and  maintenance,  or  otherwise  for  the  use  and  benefit, 
of  the  wife,  child,  or  children,  for  the  time  being,  of  my  said  sons  respectively,  or  such 
one  or  more  of  such  wife,  child,  or  children,  and  in  such  manner  as  my  said  trust^s  in 
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their  discretion  shall  think  proper,  and  as  to  snch  wife  for  her  sole  and  separate  and  inal- 
ienable use ;  and  in  default  of  any  object  of  the  last-mentioned  trost  at  any  period  dur- 
ing the  life  of  my  said  sons  respectively,  and  when  and  so  often  as  the  same  shall  happen, 
then,  upon  trust,  from  time  to  time,  so  long  as  such  vacancy  or  want  of  objects  shaO 
continue,  to  accumulate  and  invest  the  income  aforesaid  in  angmentation  of  the  principal 
or  capital  thereof  in  the  nature  of  compound  interest,  with  power  of  changing  investments 
as  hereinbefore  expressed ;  and  in  case,  at  any  time  after  my  decease,  snch  aocumala- 
tion  should  cease  to  be  lawful,  then,  upon  trust,  to  apply  the  said  annual  pirodnce  sad 
income,  or  such  part  thereof  as  may  not  legally  be  accumulated  daring  said  want  of 
objects  as  aforesaid,  in  such  and  the  like  manner  as  the  same  would  be  applicable  under 
the  ulterior  trusts  of  this  my  will.*'  ffeld^  such  provision  was  valid  and  the  lifo-interest 
given  to  the  son  ceased  and  determined  at  his  bankruptcy. 

Where  trustees  under  a  will  have  a  discretion  as  to  the  manner  of  the  application  of  the 
trust-fund  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  person,  but  no  power  to  apply  it  otherwise  Uiaa 
for  his  benefit  during  his  life,  his  interest  in  case  of  bankruptcy  passes  to  the  assignee; 
but  in  this  case  the  life  estate  was  expressly  determined  by  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Such  a  provision  as  above  recited  passes  the  income  from  the  bankrupt  into  the  control  of 
the  trustees,  for  the  benefit,  at  the  tmstees*  discretion,  of  the  wife  or  children  of  one  or 
more  of  the  sons;  and  if  these  objects  fail,  the  trustees  are  required  to  retain  the  in- 
come, to  accumulate  and  pass,  after  the  death  of  the  sons,  under  the  ulterior  trusts  of 
the  will. 

The  will  contained  also  the  following  provision:  "And  in  case,  after  the  cessation  of  said 
income  as  to  my  said  sons  respectively,  otherwise  than  by  death,  as  hereinbefore  pro- 
vided for,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  my  said  trustees,  in  their  discretion,  but  without  its 
being  obligatory  upon  them,  to  pay  or  to  apply  for  the  use  of  my  said  sons  respectively, 
or  for  the  use  of  such  of  my  said  sons  and  his  wife  and  family,  so  much  and  such  part 
of  the  income  to  which  my  said  sons  respectively  would  have  been  entitled  under  the 
preceding  trusts  in  case  the  forfeiture  hereinbefore  provided  for  bad  not  happened." 
Jfeldy  Under  that  clause  no  right  vested  in  the  bankrupt  to  any  portion  of  the  income 
which  he  could  enforce  in  any  court  of  law  or  in  equity. 

These  words  conferred  upon  the  trustees  a  power  to  be  exercised  or  not,  at  their  discre- 
tion, and  one  which,  if  exercised,  exonerated  them  from  liability  for  not  applying  such 

.  portion  of  the  income  under  the  limitations  of  the  clause  first  recited ;  but  the  first 
clause  controlled  their  action  as  to  the  whole  fund,  unless  a  portion  was  withdrawn 
from  those  limitations  by  the  exercise  of  the  discretionary  power  given  them. 

Property  in  trust  cannot  pass  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  where  the  will  provides  for  an 
absolute  cesser  of  the  bankrupt's  interest  on  the  event  of  bankruptcy,  if  the  will  pro- 
vides for  the  vesting  of  the  interest  in  some  other  person. 

Bill  in  equity  brought  to  enforce  a  claim  to  certain  interests 
alleged  to  have  belonged  to  Amasa  M.  Eaton,  a  bankrupt,  out  of 
tfae  estate  of  his  mother  Sarah  B.  Eaton,  and  wliich  complainaDt 
alleged  were  vested  in  him  as  assignee  in  bankruptcy. 

On  the  1st  of  May,  1864,  Sarah  B.  Eaton  of  North  Providence 
made  her  last  will  and  testament,  by  which  she  devised  all  her 
estate,  real  and  personal,  to  three  trustees,  who  were  invested 
with  certain  extraordinary  powers  and  discretions.  Most  of  the 
facts  were  admitted,  or  not  the  subject  of  controversy,  and  may 
be  stated  as  follows:  — 
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Mrs.  Eaton  at  the  date  of  her  will  was  a  widow  having  four 
children,  three  sons  and  one  daughter,  and  it  was  agreed  that 
the  daughter  died  unmarried  and  without  children,  subsequent 
to  the  death  of  the  mother  and  before  her  brother  Amasa  was 
adjudged  a  bankrupt.  By  her  will,  Mrs.  Eaton  devised  her 
estate,  real  and  personal,  to  three  trustees,  to  pay  the  rents, 
profits,  dividends,  interests,  and  income  of  the  trust  property 
unto  and  equally  among  her  four  children  for  and  during  their 
respective  natural  lives,  and  after  their  decease  in  trust  for  such 
of  their  children  as  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or 
die  under  that  age  having  lawful  issue  living  at  his,  her,  or  their 
decease ;  and  his,  her,  or  their  heirs  and  assigns,  if  more 
than  one,  as  tenants  in  common,  subject  to  the  condition  that 
"  if  any  of  my  said  children  shall  die  without  leaving  any  child 
who  shall  survive  me,  and  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  die  under  that  age  leaving  lawful  issue  living  at  his 
or  her  decease,  then  as  to  the  share  or  respective  shares,  as  well 
original  as  accruing,  of  such  child  or  children  respectively,  upon 
the  trusts  herein  declared  concerning  the  other  share  or  respec- 
tive shares."  Claim  was  made  by  the  complainant  as  assignee  in 
bankruptcy  of  Amasa  M.  Eaton,  one  of  the  sons  of  the  testatrix, 
to  his  share  of  the  rents,  profits,  dividends,  interest,  and  income 
of  the  trust  estate  within  the  control  of  the  trustees  named  in 
the  will.  Amasa  was  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Bailey  &  Eaton, 
and  it  was  admitted  that  the  firm,  on  the  1st  of  March,  1867, 
became  insolvent,  and  that  they  made  an  assignment  of  their 
property  te  the  complainant,  and  it  appears  that  Amasa,  on  the 
same  day,  made  an  assignment  of  all  his  individual  property  to 
the  same  party  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  that  he,  on 
the  24th  of  December  following,  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and 
that  the  complainant  was  duly  appointed  his  assignee  as  alleged 
in  the  bill  of  complaint. 

Prior  to  that  decree  there  was  no  question  that  he  was  entitled 
to  one  fourth  of  the  income  of  the  trust  estate,  until  the  death  of 
his  sister,  and  that  subsequently  to  the  decree  in  bankruptey  he 
was  entitled  to  one  third  of  the  income,  as  it  was  admitted  that 
she  was  never  married,  and  that  she  died  childless. 
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Soratio  Bogers  and  O.  S.  Bradley j  for  complainant. 

Property  left  in  trust  passes  to  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy. 
This  can  be  avoided  only  by  an  absolute  cessor  of  the  bankrupt's 
interest,  and  provisions  vesting  that  interest  in  some  other  per- 
ETon.  Brandon  v.  BobinsoUy  18  Ves.  429;  TtUinghast  v.  Brad- 
ford^ 5  R.  I.  205.  The  provisions  of  the  will  are  ineffectual  for 
that  purpose.  1.  Because  deficient  in  its  own  terms,  being  but 
a  misapplication  of  a  portion  of  the  usual  legal  phraseology  em- 
ployed for  such  purposes.  In  construing  it  we  can  only  consider 
the  terms  that  have  been  used,  and  cannot  import  into  it  other 
terms,  though  usually  employed  for  such  purpose.  There  is  no 
limitation  over  to  any  other  person  or  persons  of  the  trust 
income  of  the  bankrupt  accumulating  during  his  life  in  the 
absence  of  wife  or  children.  2.  Because  of  the  discretionary 
clause  by  which  it  was  followed  and  controlled,  there  being  no 
persons  or  objects  alternative  to  the  bankrupt,  in  fiEtvor  of  whom, 
in  the  absence  of  wife  or  children,  this  discretion  can  be  exer- 
cised. Where  property  is  left  upon  such  a  discretion  as  exists 
in  this  will  it  enures  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  Snowden 
V.  Bale^  6  Sim.  524;  Gfreen  v.  Spicevy  1  Buss.  &  Myl.  395; 
KearBley  v.  Woodcock^  8  Hare,  185 :  Pa^e  v.  Way^  8  Beav.  20 ; 
Lord  V.  Bunn^  2  You.  &  Coll.  98 ;  Tounghwiband  v.  Oisbome, 
1  Coll.  400 ;  Davidson  v.  OhalmerSj  83  Beav.  653 ;  Same  case, 
12  Weekly  Reporter,  592  ;  Wallace  v.  Anderson,  16  Beav.  533 ; 
Graves  v.  Dolphin,  1  Sim.  66 ;  Piercy  v.  Roberts,  1  Myl.  A  K. 
4 ;  Bryan  v.  Knickerbacker,  1  Barb.  Ch.  409 ;  11  Bythewood's 
Conveyancing  (3d  ed.),  486,  note  a;  same  vol.,  711  -718  and 
forms  referred  to ;  Pym  v.  Lockyer,  12  Sim.  894 ;  Rippon  y. 
Norton,  2  Beav.  68. 

Any  discretion  that  has  been  or  that  may  be  exercised  by  the 
trustees  under  Mrs.  Eaton's  will  in  favor  of  the  bankrupt,  must 
enure  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  At  least  the  interest  of 
the  bankrupt,  under  his  mother's  will,  after  his  bankruptcy,  is 
but  a  conditional  estate.  XJ.  S.  Bankrupt  Act,  §  14 ;  James' 
Bankrupt  Law,  41,  title  "  Conditional  Estates " ;  11  Bythe- 
wood's Conveyancing  (3d  ed.),  486,  note  a  ;  Lord  v.  Butm,  2  You. 
and  Coll.  98 ;  Davidson  v.   Chalmers,  33  Beav.  653 ;  and  other 
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cases  cited  luprcL  The  discretion  has  been  exercised  in  favor  of 
the  bankrupt  and  is  binding.  Bryan  y.  Knickerbacker^  1  Barb.  Ch. 
409.  An  agreement  for  its  exercise  was  made  and  is  binding. 
The  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case  make  the  doctrine  appli- 
cable. 
Samuel  Currey  and  B.  R.  Curtis^  for  respondent. 

Clifford,  J.  Assignees  in  bankruptcy  are  chosen  by  the  cred- 
itors of  the  bankrupt ;  and  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  judge — or, 
where  there  is  no  opposing  interest  of  the  register,  by  an  assign- 
ment under  his  hand  —  to  assign  and  conyey  to  the  assignee  all 
the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  the  bankrupt,  with  all  his  deeds, 
books,  and  papers  relating  thereto.  And  the  provision  is  that 
such  assignment  shall  relate  back  to  the  commencement  of  the 
proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  title  to  all  such  property 
and  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  shall,  by  operation  of  law, 
vest  in  said  assignee ;  and  the  further  provision  is  that  the  as- 
signee shall  have  like  remedy  to  recover  all  said  estate,  debts, 
and  effects  in  his  own  name,  as  the  debtor  might  have  had  if  the 
decree  in  bankruptcy  had  not  been  rendered  and  no  assignment 
had  been  made.    14  Stat,  at  Large,  522  -  524. 

Assignees  in  bankruptcy,  except  in  cases  of  fraud,  take  only 
such  rights  and  interests  as  the  bankrupt  had  and  could  himself 
claim  and  assert  at*  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  they  are  af- 
fected with  all  the  equities  which  would  affect  the  bankrupt  him- 
self if  he  were  asserting  those  rights  and  interests.  Mitchell  v. 
Winslow  et  al,j  2  Story,  637 ;  Brovm  v.  Reathcote^  1  Atk.  R.  162  ; 
Mitford  V.  MUford,  9  Ves.  100 ;  1  Jarman  on  W.  816 ;  Hall  v. 
Gill,  10  GiU.  &  J.  825. 

Much  discussion  of  that  proposition  is  unnecessary,  as  it  is  con- 
ceded by  both  parties,  and  is  supported  by  the  highest  authority. 
Tested  by  that  rule,  the  question  is,  whether  the  bankrupt,  at 
the  date  of  filing  his  petition  in  bankruptcy,  had  any  vested 
interest  in  the  estate  of  his  mother  under  her  will,  which  must 
depend  upon  the  construction  of  the  principal  proviso,  to  which 
reference  will  now  be  made.  It  is  as  follows :  "  Provided  also 
that,  if  my  said  sons  respectively  should  alienate  or  dispose  of 
the  income  to  which  they  are  respectively  entitled  under  the  pre- 


600  RHODE  ISLAND  DISTRICT. 

Nichols  r.  Eaton  et  al. 

ceding  trusts ;  or  if,  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of 
my  said  sons  respectively,  or  by  any  other  means  whatsoever, 
the  said  income  can  no  longer  be  personally  enjoyed  by  my  said 
sons  respectively,  but  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  shall,  or  but 
for  this  present  provision  would,  belong  to,  or  become  vested  in 
or  payable  to,  some  other  person  or  persons,  —  then  the  trusts 
hereinbefore  expressed  concerning  the  said  income,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  should  or  would  have  so  become  vested  in  or  pay- 
able to  any  person  or  persons  other  than  my  said  sons  respec- 
tively as  aforesaid,  shall  immediately  thereupon  cease  and  deter- 
mine. And  the  said  income  shall  be  applied  by  my  said  trustees 
during  all  the  then  residue  of  the  life  of  my  said  sons  respec- 
tively in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  to  pay  and 
apply  the  said  income,  or  such  part  thereof  as  aforesaid,  to 
and  for  the  support  and  maintenance,  or  otherwise  for  the  use 
and  benefit,  of  the  wife,  child,  or  children,  for  the  time  being,  of 
my  said  sons  respectively,  or  such  one  or  more  of  such  wives, 
child,  or  children,  and  in  such  manner  as  my  said  trustees  in 
their  discretion  shall  think  proper,  and  as  to  such  wife  for  her 
sole  and  separate  and  inalienable  use;  and  in  default  of  any 
object  of  the  las^mentioned  trust,  at  any  period  during  the  life 
of  my  said  sons  respectively,  and  when  and  so  often  as  the  same 
shall  happen,  then,  upon  trust,  from  time  to  time,  so  long  as 
such  vacancy  or  want  of  objects  shall  continue,  to  accumulate 
and  invest  the  income  aforesaid  in  augmentation  of  the  principal 
or  capital  thereof  in  the  nature  of  compound  interest,  with  power 
of  changing  investments  as  hereinbefore  expressed ;  and  in  case, 
at  any  time,  such  accumulation  should  cease  to  be  lawful,  then, 
upon  trust,  to  apply  the  said  ann^al  produce  and  income,  or  such 
part  thereof  as  may  not  legally  be  accumulated  during  said  want 
of  objects  as  aforesaid,  in  such  and  the  like  manner  as  the  same 
would  be  applicable  under  the  ulterior  trust  of  this  my  will." 
Fraud  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  testatrix,  as  the  estate  was  her 
own,  which  she  was  at  liberty  to  give  or  not  to  her  children  as 
she  saw  fit ;  and,  inasmuch  as  the  bankrupt  never  had  any  inter- 
est in  it  other  than  what  is  devised  to  him  by  the  will,  it  is  clear 
that  his  assignee  acquired  nothing  by  virtue  of  the  assignment 
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except  the  interest  which  vested  in  tlie  debtor  at  the  time  he 
filed  his  petition  in  bankruptcy.  Nothing  certainly  vested  in 
him  except  what  was  devised ;  and  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
devise  must  be  controlled  by  the  intent  of  the  testatrix  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  will,  unless  the  intent  is  one  in  violation  of  law. 
Apply  that  rule  to  the  case  and  it  is  as  clear  as  anything  can  be 
that  the  estate  devised  to  the  son,  in  the  income  of  the  trust- 
fund,  ceased  and  was  determined  at  the  bankruptcy  of  the  devi- 
see. No  other  conclusion  can  be  reached,  as  the  testatrix  so 
declares  in  express  words ;  and  she  further  provides  an  entirely 
new  direction  for  such  share  of  the  income,  giving  it  to  the  wife 
or  wives  of  such  son  or  sons,  in  the  discretion  of  the  trustees, 
empowering  them,  if  they  see  fit,  to  exclude  from  auy  share  of 
such  income  the  wife  and  children  of  any  such  bankrupt  son ; 
and  if  those  objects  of  the  trust  should  fail,  the  provision  is  that 
such  portion  of  the  income  shall  go  to  the  trustees,  to  accumu- 
late as  a  portion  of  the  ulterior  trust  of  the  will. 

Such  a  provision  in  a  will  is  valid,  as  is  settled  by  numerous 
authorities  not  open  to  question.  Brandon  v.  Bobinson^  18  Ves. 
433 ;  Coaper  v.  Wyatt  et  a/.,  6  Madd.  Ch.  R.  297 ;  Rochford  v. 
Eackman,  10  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  67;  2  Story  Eq.  (§  974  and 
p.  285). 

Cases  may  be  found  undoubtedly  where  doubts  have  been  ex- 
pressed whether  the  provision  that  the  estate  shall  be  determined 
by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  legatee  is  sufiicient  to  accomplish  the 
object  unless  the  will  goes  further  and  provides  for  the  future 
disposition  of  the  estate ;  but  no  such  question  arises  in  the  case 
before  the  court,  as  the  will  contains  a  provision  which  entirely 
obviates  the  force  of  any  such  suggestion. 

Satisfactory  explanations  upon  this  point  will  be  found  in  the 
case  of  Rochford  v.  Rackman^  10  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  67,  to  which 
reference  is  made  for  the  purpose. 

Where  trustees  uud^r  a  will  have  a  discretion  as  to  the  man* 
ner  of  the  application  of  the  trust-fund  for  the  benefit  of  a  par- 
ticular person,  but  no  power  to  apply  it  otherwise  than  for  his 
benefit  during  his  life,  his  interest  in  case  of  bankruptcy  passes 
to  his  assignee ;  but  the  case  before  the  court  is  entirely  of  a 
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diflferent  character,  as  his  life-estate  is  expressly  determined  bj 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  trustees  are  expressly  empowered 
to  make  a  different  disposition  of  the  income,  showing  that,  the 
case  is  controlled  by  the  general  rule  established  by  the  prior 
authorities.      Gfreen  v.  Spicer^  1  Russ  &  Mylne,  395. 

Enough  has  been  remarked  to  show  that  it  was  the  intent  of 
the  testatrix  that  the  life-interest  given  to  the  son  should  cease 
and  be  determined  by  his  bankruptcy ;  but  the  complainant  con- 
tends that  the  provisions  of  the  will  are  insufficient  to  prevent 
the  estate  from  vesting  in  the  bankrupt  and  from  passing  from 
him  to  his  assignee,  for  two  reasons,  which  deserve  a  separate 
consideration :  — 

Because,  as  he  contends,  '^  there  is  no  limitation  over  to  any 
other  person  of  the  trust  iucome  of  the  bankrupt,  accumulating 
during  his  life  in  the  absence  of  wife  or  children."  But  such, 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  is  not  the  efiect  of  the  limita- 
tion expressed  in  the  will.  On  the  contrary,  it  does  pass  the 
income  from  the  bankrupt  into  the  control  of  the  trustees  for 
the  benefit,  at  the  trustees'  discretion,  of  the  wife  or  children  of 
one  or  more  of  the  sons;  and  if  those  objects  fail,  the  trustees 
are  expressly  required  to  retain  the  income  to  accumulate  and 
pass,  after  the  death  of  the  sons,  under  the  ulterior  trusts  of  the 
will.  Nothing  is  to  go  to  the  bankrupt  under  the  provision  in 
any  event,  nor  is  he  to  acquire  any  right  to  any  portion  of  the 
same,  but  he  is  absolutely  barred  therefrom  by  the  express  words 
of  the  clause. 

Concede  that,  still  it  is  contended  by  the  complainant  thai 
the  discretionary  clause  subsequently  foimd  in  the  will,  vests  in 
the  bankrupt  some  interest  in  or  claim  to  a  portion  of  the  in- 
come of  the  trust-estate,  which  by  operation  of  law  passed  to  his 
assignee  under  the  instrument  of  assignment  executed  agreeably 
to  §  14  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  By  that  clause  it  is  declared 
that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  in  their  discretion,  but 
without  its  being  in  any  manner  obligatory  upon  them,  in  case 
at  any  future  period  circumstances  should  exist  which  in  their 
opinion  should  justify  or  render  expedient  the  placiug  at  the  dis- 
posal of  the  donees  respectively  any  portion  of  the  real  and  per 
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sonal  estate,  to  transfer  absolutely  to  them  respectivelj,  for  his 
or  her  own  proper  use  and  benefit,  any  portion,  not  exceeding 
one  half,  of  the  trust-fund  from  whence  his  or  her  share  of  the 
income  under  the  preceding  trusts  shall  accrue;  and  immedi- 
ately upon  such  transfer  being  made,  the  trusts  hereinbefore 
declared  concerning  so  much  of  the  trust-fund  shall  absolutely 
cease  and  determine.  Appended  to  that  clause  also  is  the  fol- 
lowing provision:  ^^And  in  case,  after  the  cessation  of  said 
income  as  to  my  said  sons  respectively  otherwise  than  by  death, 
as  hereinbefore  provided  for,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  my  said  trus- 
tees, in  their  discretion,  but  without  its  being  obligatory  upon 
them,  to  pay  to  or  apply  for  the  use  of  my  said  sons  respectively, 
or  for  the  use  of  such  of  my  said  sons  and  his  wife  and  family, 
so  much  and  such  part  of  the  income  to  which  my  said  sons  re- 
spectively would  have  been  entitled  under  the  preceding  trusts  in 
case  the  forfeiture  hereinbefore  provided  for  had  not  happened." 
Obviously,  in  construing  that  provision,  it  must  be  assumed 
throughout  that  all  the  rights  which  the  bankrupt  had  before 
that  time  enjoyed  under  the  will  were  determined  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy. All  such  rights  being  determined,  the  only  question  is, 
whether  he  acquired  any  new  rights  under  that  clause,  or,  in 
other  words,  whether  the  clause  vested  in  the  bankrupt  any 
property  interest  in  the  income  of  the  trust-fund.  Carefully 
examined,  the  language  found  in  the  will  is  very  precise  and 
expressive  in  its  legal  effect,  so  much  so  that  it  may  be  said  to 
speak  its  own  construction.  It  is  as  follows:  "In  case,  after 
the  cessation  of  said  income  as  to  my  said  sons  respectively 
otherwise  than  by  death,  as  hereinbefore  provided  for,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  my  said  trustees,  in  their  discretion,  but  without  its 
being  obligatory  upon  them,  to  pay  or  apply  for  the  use  of  my 
said  sons  respectively,  or  for  the  use  of  such  of  my  said  sons 
and  his  wife  and  family,  so  much  and  such  parts  of  the  income 
to  which  my  said  sons  respectively  would  have  been  entitled 
under  the  preceding  trustfi  in  case  the  forfeiture  hereinbefore 
provided  for  had  not  happened."  Under  that  clause,  no  right 
whatever  vested  in  the  bankrupt  to  any  portion  of  the  income 
which  he  could  enforce  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity.    Such  a 
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claim  cannot  be  recognized  by  any  court,  as  the  property  is  held 
by  the  trustees  under  the  limitations  in  case  of  bankruptcy  pro- 
vided in  the  antecedent  clause,  and  could  not  pass  under  those 
limitations  unless  some  portion  of  it  was  paid  to,  or  applied  for, 
the  use  of  the  bankrupt  or  his  wife  and  children  by  the  trustees, 
in  their  discretion,  it  being  expressly  declared  by  the  testatrix 
that  no  obligation  is  imposed  upon  the  trustees  to  pay  any  sums 
to  him  or  them,  or  to  apply  a  dollar  in  that  direction,  the  pro- 
vision being  that  it  is  lawful  in  the  contingency  described,  for  the 
trustees  to  do  so,  but  without  its  being  obligatory,  showing  that 
it  is  a  mere  naked  power  in  the  trustees  which  vested  nothing, 
either  in  the  bankrupt  or  his  wife  and  children,  which  either  he 
or  they  couli  enforce  under  any  circumstances.  Courts  cannot 
adjudge  under  that  language  that  such  an  appropriation  is  obliga- 
tory,— that  by  it  the  trustees  are  compellable  to  allow  a  poVtion 
of  the  fund  for  the  use  of  the  bankrupt  or  his  wife  and  children, 
as  the  will  provides  that  it  shall  not  be  obligatory  upon  them  to 
make  any  such  appropriation,  and  it  is  not  competent  for  the 
court  to  alter  the  will  or  to  make  a  new  one  for  the  decedent. 

Properly  construed,  it  is  clear  that  these  words  confer  upon 
the  trustees  a  power  to  be  exercised  or  not,  in  their  discretion, 
and  one  which,  if  exercised,  exonerates  them  from  liability  for 
not  applying  such  portion  of  the  income  under  the  limitations 
declared  in  the  antecedent  clause ;  but  it  is  equally  clear  that 
the  limitations  declared  in  the  prior  clause  must  control  their 
action  in  respect  to  the  whole  fund,  unless  some  portion  of  it  is 
withdrawn  from  those  limitations  by  the  exercise  of  that  discre- 
tionary power. 

Different  rules  apply  whefe  an  absolute  trust  is  created  for  the 
benefit  of  a  party,  his  wife  and  family ;  but  a  discretion  is  vested 
in  the  trustees  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  executing  the  same, 
or  of  apportioning  the  amount  among  the  beneficiaries  entitled  to 
receive  the  income  or  fund,  as  it  is  well  held  in  that  class  of 
cases  that  a  right  of  property  vests  in  the  bankrupt  beneficiary, 
and  that  such  right  of  property  will  pass  to  his  assignee.  Such 
a  party  is  entitled  to  something,  and,  having  a  valid  claim  for  it, 
his  interest  passes  by  the  instrument  of  assignment ;  but  in  the 
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present  case  the  bankrupt  is  not  entitled  to  anything  as  matter 
of  right,  as  the  power  to  grant  or  withhold  rests  entirely  in  the 
discretion  of  trustees.  They  may  give  or  withhold,  in  their  dis- 
cretion ;  and  if  they  refuse  to  pay  anything,  or  to  apply  any  por- 
tion of  the  fund  to  such  a  use,  neither  the  bankrupt  nor  his  wife 
and  children  have  any  claim  upon  them  for  the  income,  or  for 
any  damages  for  refusing  to  exercise  the  power.  Perry  on 
Trusts,  463,  454. 

Property  in  trust,  it  is  conceded,  may  not  pass  to  an  assignee 
in  bankruptcy  in  a  case  whore  the  will  provides  that  in  that 
event  there  shall  be  an  absolute  cessor  of  the  bankrupt's  inter- 
est, if  the  will  contains  a  provision  that  his  interest  shall  in  that 
event  vest  in  some  other  person.  TillinghaBt  v.  Bradford^  5  R.  I. 
205  ;  Dommet  v.  Bedford^  3  Ves.  149 ;  Joel  v.  Milh,  3  Kay.  &  J. 
458 ;  Rochford  v.  Hackman^  9  Hare,  476. 

But  the  complainant  insists  that  where  property  is  left  upon 
such  a  discretion  as  exists  in  the  will  under  consideration,  it 
passes  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  Provisions  of  various 
kinds  have  been  framed  by  conveyancers  to  eflFect  such  an  object 
as  that  contemplated  by  the  testatrix  in  this  case,  that  is,  that 
the  trusts  expressed  in  the  will  respecting  the  income  of  the  life 
estate  shall  cease  and  determine  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  beneficiary  or  donee ;  and  a  learned  author  expresses  the 
opinion  that  the  only  mode  of  eflFectuating  the  object,  often  anx- 
iously entertained  by  donors,  of  securing  the  corpus  of  the  prop- 
erty against  the  acts  of  the  donee  himself  and  the  claims  of  his 
creditors,  is  to  invest  a  third  person  with  a  discretionary  power 
either  to  give  or  withhold  it  as  he  may  think  best,  in  short  to 
defer  absolutely  all  proprietary  interest  in  the  intended  object  of 
bounty  imtil  its  application  to  his  use,  by  the  testator's  nominee, 
and  ultimately  to  give  to  another  what  remains  so  unapplied  at 
the  decease  of  the  devisor.  Evidently  every  one  of  these  condi- 
tions was  adopted  in  the  will  in  question  to  the  very  letter,  and 
it  is  equally  clear  that  the  defence  is  fully  supported  by  that 
authority.    Hayes  &  Jarraan  on  Wills  (7th  ed.),  199. 

Forms  for  such  a  provision  in  a  will  are  given  by  conveyancers 
of  the  highest  repute,  and  those  forms  have  the  sanction  of  a 
learned  annotator.     11  By  the  wood's  Conveyancing  713  (3d  ed.). 
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Exactly  the  same  views  are  expressed  by  Mr.  Jarman  in  his 
work  on  Wills,  in  which  he  says,  ^^  the  Testing  in  trustees  of  a 
discretion  as  to  the  mode  in  which  income  is  to  be  applied  for  the 
benefit  of  a  cestui  que  trust  does  not  take  it  out  of  the  operation 
of  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  to  effect  which  the  discretion  of  the 
trustees  must  extend  not  merely  to  the  manner  of  applying  the 
income  for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  but  also  to  the  ena- 
bling them  to  apply  it  either  for  his  own  benefit  or  for  some  other 
purpose."    1  Jarman  on  Wills  (2d  Am.  ed.),  821. 

By  making  the  payment  of  an  annuity  depend  upon  the  discre- 
tion or  will  of  a  third  person,  says  Mr.  Atherly,  no  disposition 
can  be  made  of  it,  nor  can  it  be  come  at  by  creditors  either  at 
law  or  in  equity,  but  then  the  payment  of  the  annuity  depending 
upon  the  mere  pleasure  of  the  trustee,  the  cestui  que  trust  has  no 
certain  ascertained  interest  in  it,  which  is  the  exact  description 
of  the  case  before  the  court.  Atherly  on  Marriage  Settlements, 
883.  Opposed  to  these  views  are  the  remarks  of  the  annotator 
in  Hayes  and  Jarman  on  Wills  in  which  he  says  ^^  that  according 
to  a  recent  case  in  order  to  exclude  the  claim  of  the  assignees  in 
bankruptcy,  the  power  should  be  made  incapable  of  being  exer- 
cised in  favor  of  the  bankrupt  after  such  event,  or  in  other  words 
the  property  should  in  bankruptcy  be  absolutely  given  over  to 
another  in  like  manner  as  at  death."  Reference  is  made  to  the 
case  of  Piercy  v.  Roberts^  1  M.  &  E.  4,  as  authority  for  the 
doctrine,  but  the  case  cited  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  affords 
no  support  whatever  to  the  views  expressed  by  the  annotator. 
In  that  case  £  400  were  devised  in  trust  to  the  executors  to  apply 
and  dispose  of,  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  son  of  the  tes- 
tatrix in  such  manner  as  the  executors  should  in  their  discretion 
think  best,  and  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  the  son  before  the 
whole  fund  was  exhausted,  the  balance  not  applied  was  to  become 
a  part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testatrix.  Insolvency  of 
the  son  followed  before  the  sum  was  applied  to  his  use,  and  the 
Master  of  the  Soils  held  that  the  bankruptcy  of  the  son  termi- 
nated the  discretion  of  the  executors  and  that  the  xmapplied  bal- 
ance vested  in  the  assignee.  Later  cases  such  as  Twopenny  v. 
Peytonj  10  Sim.  487,  Wallace  v.  Anderson^  16  Beav.  686,  seem 
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to  deny  that  the  discretion  of  the  trustees  ceases  in  all  cases  of 
bankruptcy,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  that  point  in  the 
present  case,  as  the  provisions  of  the  will  in  question  differ 
widely  firom  the  clause  under  reyision  in  the  case  of  Piercy  y. 
BoherU^  where  it  is  clear  there  was  an  absolute  trust  established 
by  the  will  in  favor  of  the  son,  and  the  only  discretion  vested 
in  the  executors  was  as  to  the  amount  they  should  apply  and  the 
time  and  manner  of  directing  the  application.  Perry  notices  this 
distinction  in  his  valuable  work  on  Trusts,  nor  is  there  anything 
in  the  case  of  Piercy  v.  Boberts^  which  affords  any  countenance 
whatever  to  the  proposition  that  the  trustees  must  be  made  inca- 
pable of  exercising  the  discretion  in  favor  of  the  bankrupt,  in  order 
to  prevent  the  fund  from  passing  to  the  assignee  so  long  as  the 
power  conferred  is  a  mere  discretionary  power  to  be  exercised  or 
not  as  they  shall  see  fit,  as  it  is  clear  that  such  a  mere  naked 
power  does  not  carry  with  it  any  vested  right  in  the  donee  which 
can  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  law  or  equity. 

Attempt  was  made  to  show  that  the  trustees,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  discretion,  had  applied  a  certain  portion  of  the  life  interest 
of  the  trust-fund  for  the  use  of  the  bankrupt  legatee,  and  the 
argument  is  that  such  portion  of  that  fund  as  was  not  expended 
at  the  time  the  petition  in  bankruptcy  was  filed,  passed  to  the 
assignee,  but  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  proofs  do  not 
sustain  the  proposition  that  anything  so  applied  remained  unex- 
.pended  when  the  petition  in  bankruptcy  was  filed,  which  is  all 
that  need  be  remarked  in  answer  to  that  suggestion. 

Other  propositions  were  discussed  at  the  bar,  but  having  de- 
termined that  the  bankrupt  had  no  estate  which  could  pass  to  his 
assignee,  it  is  not  necessary  to  examine  the  other  issues  between 
the  parties. 

The  bill  of  complaint  is  dismissed  with  costs. 
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J.  L.  Snow  and  D.  B.  Lewis  v.  Dawson  Miles. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  SHEPLEY,  JJ. 

Objections  to  the  form  of  an  action  are  nsnally  considered  aa  waived  by  the  submission  of 
a  case  to  the  decision  of  the  court  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  nnle^  such  objec- 
tions are  expressly  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  tribunal  to  which  the  submis- 
sion is  made. 

Where  a  contract  was  alleged  to  be  shown  by  letters,  it  was  held  that  all  objection  to 
their  admissibility  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not' stamped — the  act  of  CoagretB 
then  requiring  contracts  in  writing  to  be  stamped  —  was  waived  by  the  annexing  of  the 
letters,  without  reservation,  to  the  agreed  statement  of  facts  under  which  tho  caso  was 
submitted. 

Where  the  declaration  contains  the  general  counts  in  addition  to  a  special  count  which  may 
contain  many  causes  of  action,  the  payment  of  money  into  court,  generally  upon  the 
whole  declaration,  is  not  an  admission  of  the  defendant's  liability,  upon  the  special  count 

By  such  payment  the  defendant  does  not  admit  any  specific  contract ;  the  only  effect  is, 
that  he  admits  a  liability  on  some  one  or  more  of  the  causes  of  contract  set  out  in  the 
declaration,  not  exceeding  the  amount  paid  into  court. 

An  offer  of  a  bargain  from  one  person  to  anothei:  impedes  no  obligation  upon  the  one  unlen 
it  is  accepted  by  the  other  according  to  its  terms. 

Departure  from  or  qualification  of  those  terms  invalidates  the  offer. 

Until  the  terms  of  tiie  agreement  have  received  the  assent  of  both  parties,  the  negotiation 
is  open  and  imposes  no  obligation. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and  the  case  came  before 
the  court  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts.  On  the  25th  of 
November,  1868,  the  parties  entered  into  a  written  contract,  as 
set  forth  in  the  declaration,  in  which  the  defendant  promised  to 
deliver  to  the  plaintiffs,  on  or  before  the  16th  of  February  of  the 
next  year,  two  hundred  tons  of  logwood  of  a  good  merchantable 
quality  on  the  wharf  at  Boston,  at  $  19,50  gold  per  ton,  and  the 
agreed  statement  showed  that  he  failed  to  deliver  the  logwood 
at  the  time  specified  in  the  contract. 

Importations  failing,  the  defendant,  on  the  18th  of  May,  1869, 
wrote  to  the  plaintiffs  that  he  did  not  wish  that  any  ex])enses 
should  be  incurred  in  the  matter ;  that  he  had  two  small  vessels 
of  one  hundred  and  sixty  tons  each  in  the  foreign  market,  which 
he  had  directed  his  agent  to  load  with  logwood  without  regard 
to  price,  and  that  he  believed  the  vessels  would  get  cargoes,  and 
that  the  vessels  should  "  be  here,"  that  is,  would  arrive  in  the 
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port  of  Boston  during  the  next  month.  Pursuant  to  these  rep- 
resentations he  requested  the  plaintiffs  to  await  the  arrival  of 
those  vessels,  assuring  them  that  thereupon  he  would  deliver  the 
logwood,  as  specified  in  the  written  contract. 

They  replied  upon  the  15th  of  the  same  month,  accepting 
the  proposition,  and  requested  the  defendant  to  advise  theni  of 
the  arrival  of  the  vessels,  and  stated  to  the  effect  that  thej, 
when  so  advised,  would  promptly  inform  him  how  to  ship  the 
logwood  to  them,  evidently  showing  that  they  did  not  expect 
any  further  communication  from  him  until  the  vessels  should 
arrive. 

Delay  followed,  and  on  the  8th  of  July  the  plaintiffii  wrote 
again  to  the  defendant,  referring  to  his  last  letter,  and  requested 
a  reply  by  return  mail  in  explanation  of  the  delay  to  deliver  the 
logwood.  None  appeared  to  have  been  sent  until  the  28d  of 
September  following,  when  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintifb 
that  he  was  prepared  to  deliver  the  logwood,  and  requested  them 
to  state  on  what  wharf  they  would  have  it  landed.  Receiving 
no  satisfactory  reply  to  their  letter  of  the  8th  of  July,  the  plain- 
tiffs on  the  following  day  commenced  the  present  action,  claim- 
ing damages  for  the  non-fulfilment  of  the  contract. 

Hiurston^  Ripley ^  ^  Co.  for  plaintiffs. 

Edmund  Burke  for  defendant. 

Clifford,  J.  Damages  are  claimed  in  the  first  count  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract  made  on  the  13th  of  May,  1869,  for  the 
delivery  of  two  hundred  tons  of  logwood  in  the  month  of  June 
following ;  but  the  declaration  contains  a  second  count,  in  which 
the  original  contract  is  set  forth  according  to  its  tenor  and  effect, 
and  which  contains  the  further  allegation  that  the  time  for  the 
delivery  of  the  logwood  was  subsequently  postponed,  and  the 
breach  alleged  is  that  the  defendant  did  not  deliver  the  same 
during  the  month  of  June,  as  stipulated  between  the  parties 
in  the  form  of  the  contract  as  modified ;  appended  to  the  special 
counts  are  counts  also  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  the 
common  counts. 

Argument  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  a  breach, 
of  his  contract  is  unnecessary,  as  that  is  admitted.    The  only 

VOL.  III.  S9 
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question  of  much  importance  submitted  to  the  court  in  the 
agreed  statement  being,  whether  the  damages  of  the  plaintiffs 
shall  be  assessed  as  of  the  15th  of  February  next  after  the  date 
of  the  original  contract,  or  as  of  the  80th  of  June  of  the  same 
year.  It  is  admitted  by  the  defendant  that  he  is  liable  for  a 
breach  of  his  contract,  the  only  question  being  whether  the 
damages  shall  be  the  difference  between  contract  price  and  the 
market  value  of  the  logwood  in  February,  1869,  or  the  June  of 
the  same  year.  Some  doubts  are  expressed  by  the  defendant 
whether  the  declaration  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs  if  the  court  adopts  the  first  theory,  which,  as  he 
contends,  is  the  only  theory  the  facts  will  sustain ;  but  the  court 
is  of  the  opinion  that  those  doubts  are  without  any  foundation, 
as  the  agreed  statement  in  terms  submits  that  question  to  the 
determination  of  the  court. 

Objections  to  the  form  of  the  action  are  usually  considered  as 
waived,  by  submitting  the  case  to  the  decision  of  the  court  upon 
an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  unless  such  objections  are  expressly 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  tribunal  to  which  the  sub- 
mission is  made.  EUwoorth  v.  Brewer^  11  Pick.  318 ;  Kimball 
V.  FrestoHj  2  Gray,  667 ;  Scudder  v.  WorBter  et  (ds.,  11  Gush. 
674. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  to  resort  to  that  well-settled  rule  of 
practice  in  this  case,  because  'it  is  expressly  stipulated  between 
the  parties  that  the  question  for  the  determination  of  the  court  is 
whether  the  damages  shall  be  computed  as  of  the  date  first  men- 
tioned, or  of  the  second  date,  which  is  all  that  need  be  said  upon 
the  subject. 

Suppose  that  is  so,  then  the  defendant  admits  that  he  is  liable 
in  damages  for  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  of  the 
logwood  and  the  market  price  of  the  article  on  the  15th  of  Feb- 
ruary, when  he  contracted  to  deliver  it  to  the  plaintiffs.  Large 
damages,  however,  are  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  market 
price  of  the  article  increased  before  the  80th  of  June  in  the  same 
year,  when,  as  they  contend,  the  breach  of  contract  actually  took 
place. 

Their  theory  is,  that  the  time  for  the  delivery  was  extended, 
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by  mutual  consent  of  the  parties,  from  the  16th  of  February  to 
the  30th  of  June,  as  evidenced  by  the  correspondence.  Two 
answers  are  made  by  the  defendant  to  that  proposition :  1st.  He 
contends  that  it  amounts  to  a  new  contract,  and  that  it  cannot 
be  supported  as  a  new  contract,  as  the  letters  composing  the 
correspondence  are  without  the  requisite  stamps.  2d.  His  sec- 
ond proposition  is,  that  the  theory  is  not  supported  by  the  true 
construction  of  the  letters.  1st.  Strong  doubts  are  entertained 
whether  letters  of  the  kind  are  required  to  be  stamped,  as  no 
one  of  them  contains  a  contract ;  but  the  better  answer  to  the 
objection  in  this  case  is,  that  the  letters  are  not  offered  to  proTC 
a  new  contract,  but  only  to  show  that  the  condition  of  the  sub- 
sisting contract  between  the  parties  was  waived ;  but  if  it  were 
otherwise,  the  objection  cannot  prevail,  as  the  act  of  Congress 
does  not  make  the  contract  void  for  want  of  a  stamp.^  Contracts 
not  stamped  are  not  admissible  in  evidence ;  but  the  objection 
in  this  case  comes  too  late,  as  the  letters  without  any  objection 
or  reservation  of  any  kind  are  annexed  to  and  made  a  part  of 
the  statement  of  facts,  and  must  therefore  be  considered  as  be- 
fore the  court  by  the  consent  of  both  parties,  as  evidence  in  the 
case. 

Before  discussing  the  second  question,  it  may  be  important  to 
inquire  whether  the  act  of  defendant  in  pajdng  money  into  court 
admits  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  set  forth  in  his  second  special 
count.  It  appears  that  the  defendant,  at  the  return  term,  under 
the  common  rule,  paid  $  400  into  court,  and  the  plaintiffs,  four 
days  before  the  agreed  statement  of  facts  was  signed,  took  the 
same  out  of  court. 

Serious  question  would  arise  if  the  writ  contained  only  the 
special  count,  alleging  the  breach  in  June,  whether  that  pay- 
ment into  court,  under  the  common  rule,  did  not  admit  the 
breach  as  alleged,  and  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  a  judgment  on  that 
count. 

Besides  the  special  counts,  however,  the  declaration  contains 
a  general  count  of  indebitaiuB  asmmpiity  and  the  common  counts 
in  such  a  case.  The  better  opinion,  as  tested  by  more  recent 
authorities,  is,  that  the  payment  of  money  into  court  is  not  an 
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admission  of  all  the  oountB  in  the  declaration.  Where  tiiere  is  a 
count  on  a  special  contract,  together  with  the  general  indMtatui 
counts,  the  payment  of  money,  generally  upon  the  whole  declarsr 
tion,  says  Phillips,  is  an  admission  of  the  defendant's  liability 
upon  the  special  count,  and  there  are  other  authorities  to  ihe 
same  effect.  1  Phil.  Ey.  4,  Am.  Ed.  by  Edwards,  788 ;  J(me$  t. 
Soar  J  6  Pick.  290;  Huntington  t.  American  Bank^  6  Pick. 
847. 

Undoubtedly  the  rule  is  so  where  a  special  cause  of  action 
only  is  set  out  in  the  declaration ;  but  the  rule  is  now  well  set- 
tled otherwise,  where  the  declaration,  as  in  the  present  case, 
contains  the  general  counts  in  addition  to  a  special  count  which 
may  include  many  causes  of  action,  ds  the  defendant  in  such 
eases,  by  payment  of  money  into  court,  does  not  admit  any 
specific  contract,  the  only  effect  being  that  he  admits  a  liability 
on  some  one  or  more  of  the  causes  of  action  set  out  in  the  dec- 
laration, not  exceeding  the  amount  paid  into  court.  SMard  t. 
KnauB^  7  Cush.  657. 

Repeated  decisions  haye  established  that  rule  both  in  England 
and  in  this  country.  Kingman  y.  Robins j  5  Mees.  &  Welsh.  94 ; 
Archer  y.  UnglUhj  1  Man.  &  Gr.  691 ;  Story  y.  Finnis,  6  Welsh.; 
Surlit  y.  Gordy  128.  Eyidently,  therefore,  the  case  must  de- 
pend upon  the  legal  effect  of  the  letters  giyen  in  eyidence,  as  the 
agreed  statement  confers  no  authority  upon  the  court  to  draw 
any  other  inferences  than  such  as  their  language  imports. 
Weighed  in  that  light,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  those  letters  do 
not  establish  a  mutual  agreement  between  the  parties  to  extend 
the  time  of  delivery,  as  alleged  in  the  plainti£b'  declaration. 

Coming  to  the  correspondence,  the  defendant,  in  his  letter  of 
Hay  18,  states  to  the  effect  that  he  has  two  small  yessels  at 
Jamaica,  one  hundred  and  sixty  tons  each,  that  should  be  here 
next  month,  and  that  he  has  ordered  his  brother  to  load  them 
with  logwood  at  any  price,  ^^  therefore  I  want  you  to  await  their 
arriyal,  when  the  &rst  shall  be  deliyered  to  yon";  adding, 
^^  Sooner  or  later  you  will  get  your  two  hundred  tons  of  log- 
wood." Such  language  cannot  be  construed  into  an  absolute 
promise  or  statement  that  the  yessels  would  arrive  in  June,  nor 
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that  the  two  hundred  tons  of  logwood  would  be  delivered  in 
June,  but  only  that  he  confidently  expected  that  the  vesBeU 
would  arrive  in  June,  and  that  the  plaintifis,  on  their  arrival, 
should  have  their  contract  filled,  as  originally  promised.  Grant 
all  that,  still  the  suggestion  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  understood  the 
matter  differently,  and  reference  is  made  to  their  letter  as  prov- 
ing that  suggestion,  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  its  tendency  if 
that  way,  as  they  say  in  their  reply,  ^^  Yours  is  received,  advising 
you  are  to  have  two  cargoes  of  logwood  from  Jamaica  next 
month,  and  proposing  to  fill  our  contract  from  these  vessels. 
We  accept  the  proposition,  and  will  thank  you  to  advise  the 
arrival  of  the  vessels,  when  we  will  promptly  give  "  the  necessary 
directions. 

It  is  an  undeniable  principle  of  the  law  of  contracts  that  an 
offer  of  a  bargain  from  one  person  to  another  imposes  no  obliga- 
tion upon  the  former  unless  it  is  accepted  by  the  latter  according 
to  the  terms  in  which  the  offer  was  made ;  any  qualification  of 
or  departure  from  those  terms  invalidates  the  offer,  unless  the 
same  be  agreed  to  by  the  person  who  made  it ;  until  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  have  received  the  assent  of  both  parties  the 
negotiation  is  open,  and  imposes  no  obligation  upon  either. 
JEUiasan  v.  ffemhaw^  4  Wheat.  228. 

Beyond  all  doubt  the  reply  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  offer  made 
by  the  defendant  is  a  wide  departure  from  the  proposition  tendered 
by  the  latter,  and  it  is  quite  probable  that  the  modification  of  the 
proposition  offered  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  better 
terms  than  those  proposed  by  the  defendant  in  his  letter ;  but 
the  insuperable  difficulty  in  the  plaintiffs'  case  is,  that  the 
agreed  statement  does  not  show  that  the  suggested  modification 
of  the  offer  was  ever  accepted  by  the  defendant ;  and  the  rule  is 
that  until  the  terms  of  the  agreement  have  received  the  assent 
of  both  parties,  the  negotiation  is  open.  Taken  as  made,  the 
offer  was  never  accepted  by  the  plaintiffii ;  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence whatever  to  show  that  the  defendant  ever  accepted  the 
modification  suggested  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  both  parties  suffered 
the  matter  to  drop  without  completing  any  new  arrangement,  so 
that  the  question  must  turn  upon  the  construction  of  the  first 
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letter  of  the  defendant ;  and  in  respect  to  that,  it  is  clear  that 
he  did  not  make  an  absolute  ofifer  to  deliver  the  logwood  in  June, 
as  assumed  in  the  declaration.  All  he  did  was  to  express  a 
confident  opinion  that  the  yessels  would  arrive  in  June,  and 
promised  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiffii  should  have  their  log- 
wood from  the  first  cargo ;  but  they  never  accepted  those  terms, 
and  the  matter  was  suffered  to  drop  without  any  new  arrange- 
ment having  been  accepted.  Tested  by  these  views,  it  is  clear 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  as  damages  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  of  the  logwood  and  the  market  value 
of  the  same  on  the  15th  of  February,  at  the  time  the  defendant 
stipulated  to  deliver  the  same  in  the  original  contract. 
Hearing  if  necessary  as  to  judgment. 


NOVEMBER    TERM,    1867. 


LuciNDA  Jabies,  Administratrix  of  Chables  T.  James,  v.  Atlantic 

Delaine  Company  et  dU.^ 

The  treasorer  of  the  corporation,  respondent,  famished  to  the  assignee  In  insolTenc^r  ot 
the  complainant  an  incorrect  and  ontme  statement  of  the  account  between  them  and  the 
complainant,  hy  which  the  assignee  was  induced  to  entertain  a  proposition  to  with- 
draw a  suit  of  the  complainant  against  the  corporation,  and  which  resulted  in  the  execu- 
tion of  mutual  releases  between  the  assignee  and  the  corporation  in  respect  to  aU  the 
interest  of  the  complainant.  The  complainant  never  aisented  to  the  propositicm  or  the 
settlement,  but  they  were  procured  with  his  assignee,  by  the  false  statement  of  the  ac- 
counts by  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation.  Htld^  that  the  complainant  was  entitled  to 
a  decree,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  unless  the  corporation  had  other  de- 
fences which  could  be  sustained. 

The  settlement  being  prejudicial  to  the  complainant,  the  assignor,  he  was  entitled  to  the 
residue  of  his  estate,  if  any,  in  the  hands  of  the  corporation,  after  his  debta  oatstandiqg 
at  the  date  of  the  assignment  were  paid. 

By  the  extinguishment  of  the  debts  the  assignee  became  the  trustee  of  the  oomplainaat, 
and  the  latter  became  clothed  with  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  iMtm  qme  tmU^  to  the 
same  extent  as  the  creditors  previously  had  whose  claims  he  had  extinguished. 

*  This  case  is  inserted  at  this  place  because  of  its  connectioQ  with  the  fiiUowiDg 
one. 
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The  complainant  was  the  proper  party  to  come  into  a  Court  of  Equity  and  pursue  the 
trust  estate,  it  appearing  that  it  had  been  improperly  parted  with  by  the  trustee. 

When  the  objects  of  the  trust  are  fulfilled,  equity  will  compel  a  conveyance  to  the  cesfiii 
91M  tnuty  he  being  the  sole  beneficiary. 

Bill  in  Equity  praying  that  a  release  given  by  the  assignee  in 
insoWency  of  the  complainant  to  the  corporation  respondent, 
might  be  declared  void,  and  that  it  might  be  set  aside  as  having 
been  obtained  by  fraudulent  representations  and  concealments, 
and  for  certain  other  specific  relief. 

The  original  complainant,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1851,  entered 
into  a  contract  with  certain  persons  therein  named  to  erect  cer- 
tain buildings  of  certain  prescribed  dimensions  adapted  to  the 
purpose  of  a  factory  for  the  manufacture  of  delaines.  The  terms 
of  the  contract  required  that  the  other  contracting  parties  should 
furnish  the  land  for  the  site,  and  that  they  should  pay  to  the 
complainant  for  the  materials  to  be  furnished  by  him  in  erecting 
the  mills  and  supplying  them  with  machinery,  and  for  his  ser- 
vices, the  sum  of  $  260,000  in  certain  instalments,  as  therein 
provided.  The  conditions  of  the  instrument  required  the  com- 
plainant to  complete  the  works  by  the  1st  of  August  following, 
and  the  stipulation  was  that  he  should  take  the  general  charge 
of  the  mills  for  the  term  of  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  con* 
tract.  Progress  was  made  in  the  works ;  but  the  parties,  in  May 
of  that  year,  procured  an  act  of  incorporation  and  made  a  sup- 
plemental contract  in  which  the  original  complainant  agreed  that 
the  respondent  corporation  might  assume  the  entire  obligations 
of  those  who  had  contracted  with  him,  and  that  he  would  proceed 
to  complete  the  contract  as  if  it  had  been  originally  made  with  * 
the  respondent  corporation,  and  stipulated  to  discharge  the  indi- 
vidual parties  from  all  liability,  except  as  stockholders  of  the 
company.  It  was  conceded  that  the  company  was  duly  organized 
with  a  capital  stock  of  $  800,000,  divided  into  shares  of  $  1,000 
each,  and  the  record  shows  that  the  complainant  subscribed  for 
one  half  of  the  amount  of  the  capital  stock.  Unable  to  complete 
the  undertaking  without  a  loan,  the  complainant,  on  the  1st  of 
August,  in  the  same  year,  borrowed  of  the  other  contracting  par- 
ties the  sum  of  $  75,000  to  carry  on  the  work,  and  as  security 
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for  the  payment  of  the  same,  gave  them  a  mortgage  of  that 
date  of  his  homestead  and  other  valuable  real  estate,  and  of  all 
his  interest  in  the  respondent  corporation,  and  of  other  rights 
and  interests.  They  made  the  advance,  but  it  was  not  sufficient 
to  enable  him  to  complete  the  undertaking,  and  on  the  2d 
of  September  of  that  year  he  made  an  assignment  of  all  his 
estate,  real  and  personal  and  mixed,  in  trust  for  his  creditors. 
Due  Conveyances  of  the  same  were  accordingly  executed,  but  the 
terms  of  the  instrument  empowered  and  required  the  assignee 
to  complete  the  contract  with  the  respondent  corporation.  Pur- 
suant to  that  authoriiy  and  requirement  the  assignee  completed 
the  buildings  and  put  the  mill  in  operation,  and  proceeded  to 
execute  the  other  trusts  created  under  the  instrument  of  assign- 
ment. The  clear  inference  from  the  record  was,  that  the  factory, 
including  the  buildings  and  machinery,  was  completed  by  Ihe 
assignee  under  the  provisions  giving  that  authority  in  the  instru- 
ment of  assignment,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  respondent 
corporation  made  any  objections  to  the  acceptance  of  the  works 
when  the  same  were  ready  for  delivery. 

Efiforts  were  made  by  the  complainant  to  raise  money  to  pay  hiB 
debts,  and  to  secure  a  reconveyance  of  the  property,  rights,  and 
credits  assigned  and  mortgaged,  and  as  a  means  of  promoting  that 
object  he  requested  the  treasurer  of  the  respondent  corporation  to 
furnish  him  with  a  statement  of  the  company's  accounts  with  his 
estate,  with  a  view  to  the  settlement  of  the  same ;  but  the  treas- 
urer of  the  company  refused  to  furnish  any  such  statement,  and  the 
complainant,  as  he  alleged,  was  thereby  prevented  from  procuring 
the  necessary  means  for  that  purpose.  An  attempt  was  also  made 
by  the  treasurer  of  the  company,  under  a  power  contained  in  the 
mortgage,  to  sell  the  homestead  and  other  separate  property  of 
the  complainant,  mortgaged  to  secure  the  loan ;  but  the  auc- 
tion was  that  the  company  and  their  treasurer  were  prevented  firom 
80  doing  by  a  writ  of  injunction  issued  from  the  State  Court 
Enjoined  from  selling  the  interest  of  the  complainant,  the  charge 
was  that  the  respondent  corporation  and  their  treasurer  instituted 
other  means  to  secure  the  absolute  control  of  his  stock,  and  to 
accomplish  the  same  end.    Being  enjoined  not  to  sell  at  the  suit 
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of  the  assignee,  and  being  again  requested  to  furnish  a  true 
statement  of  the  accounts,  their  treasurer  furnished  a  statement 
to  the  assignee.  The  material  charge  of  the  bill  of  complaint  was, 
that  the  statement  so  fiimished  was  incorrect  and  untrue,  and 
that  it  was  so  made  and  rendered  with  intent  to  deceive  and 
defraud  the  assignee ;  and  that  the  assignee  was  thereby  de- 
ceived as  to  the  true  state  of  their  accounts ;  and  that  he  was 
thereby  induced  to  entertain  a  proposition  which  resulted  in  the 
withdrawal  of  the  injunction  suit,  and  in  the  execution  of  mutual 
releases  between  him  as  such  assignee  and  the  respondent  cor* 
poration  in  respect  to  the  entire  interest  of  the  complainant  in 
all  the  assigned  and  mortgaged  property.  The  averment  of 
the  bill  of  complaint  was,  that  the  complainant  never  assented 
to  the  proposition  or  to  the  settlement,  but  that  the  same  was 
influenced  and  procured  by  the  false  statement  of  the  accounts 
between  the  parties,  as  rendered  by  the  treasurer  of  the  respon- 
dent corporation. 

The  principal  issue  between  the  parties  grew  out  of  the  charge 
of  fraudulent  representation  and  concealment,  which  was  ex- 
pressly denied  in  the  answer. 

</•  JET.  ParwMj  T.  A.  Jmchsy  Caleb  Oushing^  for  complainant. 

Abraham  Payne,  R.  W.  Cheeviej  for  respondents. 

CuFFOBD,  J.  Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  merits  of  the 
issue,  it  becomes  necessary  to  determine  the  question  as  to  the 
competency  of  certain  witnesses  examined  by  the  respondents. 

Two  depositions,  to  wit,  that  of  George  W.  Chapin  and  that 
of  Lyman  B.  Frieze,  offered  by  the  respondents,  are  objected  to 
by  the  complainant,  because  they  are  parties  to  the  suit.  They 
were  both  taken  (as  now  offered)  subsequent  to  the  passage 
of  the  Act  of  the^^Sd  of  March,  1865,  which  provides  that  in 
actions  by  or  against  executors,  administrators,  or  guardians,  in 
which  judgment  may  be  rendered  for  or  against  them,  neither 
party  shall  be  allo^rjd  to  testify  against  the  other  as  to  any 
transaction  with  or  statement  by  the  testator,  intestate,  or  ward, 
unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by  the  opposite  party,  or  required 
to  testify  thereto  by  the  court.  13  Stat,  at  Large,  688.  The 
ori^al  complainant  died  in  October,  1862,  intestate,  as  appears 
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by  the  record.  Tested  by  the  foregoing  proyision  alone,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  the  deponents  are  not  competent  witnesses  to 
testify  against  the  present  complainant  as  to  any  transaction 
with  or  statement  by  her  intestate,  as  they  were  not  called  to 
testify  by  the  opposite  party,  nor  required  to  testify  by  the  court 
Application  for  such  an  order  was  never  made  to  the  court,  and 
none  such  was  ever  passed  in  the  case.  None  of  the  prior  pro- 
ceedings have  any  effect  to  take  the  two  depositions  out  of  tiie 
operation  of  that  provision  of  law.  Both  of  the  deponents  gave 
depositions  in  the  case  before  the  first  hearing  upon  the  merits. 
They  were  taken  at  that  time  also  by  the  respondents  upon  the 
ground  that  the  practice  of  the  State  Courts  furnished  the  rule 
of  decision ;  but  they  were  stricken  out  by  the  order  of  the  court 
before  the  hearing,  because  parties,  except  in  certain  special  cases, 
were  not,  under  the  general  rules  of  equity  law,  competent  wit- 
nesses in  suits  in  equity,  as  previously  decided  by  this  court. 
Subsequently  the  parties  were  heard,  and  the  case  was  held  under 
advisement ;  but  the  court,  at  the  June  term,  ordered  that  the 
same  should  be  reargued,  and  thereupon  it  was  ordered,  upon 
motion  and  consent  of  parties,  that  the  time  for  taking  further 
testimony  be  extended  to  the  1st  of  November,  in  the  same  year. 
In  the  mean  time  the  complainant  died,  and  the  cause  being  re- 
vived, the  time  for  taking  testimony  was  extended  from  time  to 
time,  until  the  1st  of  April,  1865,  as  appears  in  the  supplemental 
record.  SuflSce  it  to  say,  that  both  of  these  depositions  were 
taken  subsequent  to  the  Act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1865,  and  the 
question  of  the  competency  of  the  deponents  is  controlled  by  that 
provision. 

Any  restatement  of  the  facts  proved,  except  to  a  limited  ex- 
tent, is  unnecessary,  as  they  are  succinctly  seated  in  the  narra- 
tive of  the  case.  The  execution  of  the  contract  and  of  the  mort- 
gage is  admitted,  and  there  is  no  controversy  as  to  the  deed  of 
assignment  and  the  appointment  of  the  assignee  in  insolvency. 
Satisfactory  proof,  also,  is  exhibited  that  he  completed  the  con- 
tract, and  that  the  buildings  and  machinery  were  accepted  by 
the  other  contracting  parties.  The  respondents  admit  that  the 
mutual  releases  as  between  the  company  and  the  assignee,  as  set 
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forth  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  were  duly  executed.  The  eflFect 
of  these  several  instruments  was,  that  the  entire  interest  of  the 
original  complainant  in  the  company  property  and  in  the  capital 
stock,  and  his  entire  interest  in  the  mortgaged  estate,  passed 
into  the  hands  of  the  respondent  corporation.  Mention  is  not 
made  of  the  fact  that  the  mortgage  was  executed  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  company,  as  it  is  not  controverted  that  he  held  it  as  trustee 
for  the  company.  The  corporation  respondents  claimed  a  lien 
upon  the  stock  held  by  the  original  complainant,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  their  charter ;  and  it  is  fully  proved  that  their  treasurer 
in  February,  1863,  advertised  the  other  mortgaged  property  for 
sale,  and  that  they  were  prevented  from  carrying  out  their  inten- 
tion by  the  injunction  suit  prosecuted  by  the  assignee.  They  also 
claimed  damages  for  the  delay  in  completion  of  the  contract, 
but  the  ori^al  complainant  claimed  a  much  larger  sum  for 
moneys  expended  in  extra  work  not  included  in  the  contract. 

Full  proof  is  also  exhibited  that  the  treasurer  of  the  respon- 
dent corporation  was  several  times  requested  to  furnish  a  true 
statement  of  the  accounts  between  the  parties,  and  that  the  only 
one  he  ever  did  present  deserving  the  name  is  the  one  he  pre- 
sented, or  caused  to  be  presented,  to  the  assignee,  and  which 
was  used  as  the  basis  of  the  computations  at  the  date  of  the  set- 
tlement. Beyond  question,  that  statement  was  inaccurate  in 
large  amounts,  and  greatly  so  to  the  prejudice  of  the  original 
complainant. 

Viewed  in  every  aspect,  it  is  the  conclusion  of  the  court,  not 
only  that  it  was  false,  but  that  it  was  furnished  with  the  in- 
tent to  deceive  and  defraud,  by  promoting  a  settlement  preju- 
dicial to  the  original  complainant,  and  more  favorable  to  the 
respondent  corporation  than  truth  and  justice  would  admit. 
Such  being  the  views  of  the  court,  it  is  clear  that  the  complain- 
ant is  entitled  to'  a  decree,  unless  some  one  or  more  of  the  de- 
fences can  be  sustained. 

The  settled  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  assignor  in  such  a  case  is 
entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  estate,  after  his  debts  outstanding 
at  the  date  of  the  assignment,  are  paid.  Hal^ey  v.  Whitney^ 
4  Mas.  222 ;  BroBhear  v.  Westy  7  Pet  608.    By  the  extinguish- 
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ment  of  the  debts,  the  assignee  became  the  trustee  of  the  com- 
plamant ;  and  the  latter,  as  the  assignor,  became  clothed  witli 
all  the  rights  and  powers  of  a  ee9tui  que  trtut  to  the  same  extent 
as  the  creditors  previonslj  had  whose  claims  he  had  extingoished. 
Lazarui  v.  In$.  Co.j  6  Pick.  81.  Gonsequentlj  the  complainant 
was  the  proper  party  to  come  into  a  Court  of  Equity,  and  pnr« 
sue  the  trust  estate,  it  appearing  that  it  had  been  firandnlently  or 
improperly  parted  with  by  the  trustee.  Story,  Eq.  P.,  §  221 ; 
OKver  y.  Piatt,  8  How.  400 ;  Lewin  on  Trusts,  780 ;  Bavenddl 
Y.  AtmeOeyj  2  Sch.  A  Lef.  688. 

Where -the  purposes  of  the  trust  have  been  satisfied,  equity  in 
a  proper  case  will  compel  a  conveyance  firom  the  trustee  to  eutui 
qae  trusty  as  he  has  the  sole  beneficial  interest. 

The  argument  for  the  respondent  is  that  these  principles  can- 
not apply  in  this  case,  because  it  appears  that  two  of  the  debts  of 
the  original  complainant  have  not  been  paid.  Much  weight  would 
be  given  to  that  objection  as  between  the  assignor  and  assignee, 
if  the  estate  continued  in  the  latter,  and  he  was  still  engaged  in 
executing  the  trust ;  but  when  it  appears  that  the  trust  property 
has  been  fraudulently  or  improperly  conveyed  to  another,  not  as 
a  means  of  executing,  but  as  a  means  of  extinguishing  the  rever- 
sionary interest  of  the  assignor,  the  objection  cannot  be  sustained. 
The  rights  of  such  creditors  in  such  a  case  will  be  protected  in 
the  decree  granting  relief.  Want  of  diligence  in  the  institution 
of  the  suit  is  another  defence  much  pressed  in  the  argument 
The  record  shows  that  the  mutual  releases  were  executed  on 
the  2d  of  March,  1853 ;  and  the  bill  of  compldnt  was  filed 
on  the  1st  of  March,  1859,  before  the  claim  was  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  But  the  argument  is,  that  staleness  of 
claim  is  often  admitted  in  equity  as  a  good  answer  to  a  bill  of 
complaint,  when  the  period  which  has  elapsed  is  less  than  the 
time  required  as  a  legal  bar  to  a  common-law  suit,  and  the  prop- 
osition is  correct,  as  was  held  by  this  court,  and  has  since  been 
affirmed  in  the  Supreme  Court.  Badger  v.  Badger j  2  Wall.  94. 
The  correctness  of  that  rule,  properly  applied,  cannot  be  doubted> 
but  it  is  equally  clear  that  it  should  seldom  or  never  be  applied 
in  cases  of  trust,  where  the  means  of  knowledge  are  wholly  or 
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even  chieflj  on  one  side.  When  the  fraud  charged  and  proved 
consists  of  misrepresentations  and  concealments,  Courts  of  Equity 
are  reluctant  to  apply  the  rule  at  all,  unless  it  appear  that  the 
rights  of  innocent  third  parties  will  be  injuriously  affected  if  that 
defence  is  overruled.  The  affairs  of  the  complainant  had  become 
much  complicated,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  the  mutual  re- 
leases were  executed  without  his  consent  and  against  his  wishes. 
He  lost  by  the  arrangement,  not  only  all  claim  to  the  possession 
or  control  of  the  property,  but  all  direct  means  of  consulting  the 
books  and  papers  containing  the  evidence  of  his  rights.  Look- 
ing at  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion 
that  it  is  one  where  equity  will  apply  that  rule.  Provost  v. 
GratZj  6  Wheat.  481 ;  Michoud  v.  Qirod,  4  How.  603  ;  Baker  v.. 
Whiinff,  8  Sum.  486 ;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  15,  20. 

The  details  of  the  evidence  have  purposely  been  avoided,  as 
the  case  is  one,  if  the  decree  be  for  the  complainant,  which  must 
go  to  a  master,  where  further  testimony  may  be  taken  as  to 
amounts. 

The  conclusion  of  the  court  is,  that  the  complainant  is  entitled 
to  a  decree  ;  that  the  release  of  March  2, 1858,  given  by  the  as- 
signee to  the  respondent  corporation,  is  void,  and  that  the  same 
be  set  aside  as  having  been  obtained  by  fraudulent  representation 
and  .concealment ;  and  also  to  a  decree  for  an  account,  including 
an  account  of  all  assigned  and  mortgaged  property,  subject  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts,  if  any,  due  to  the  creditors  of  the  as- 
signor, as  secured  in  the  instrument  of  assignment,  reserving  all 
further  orders  or  decrees  as  for  other  specific  relief  or  otherwise, 
imtil  the  true  state  of  the  accounts  is  fully  ascertained. 

Decree  accordingly,  and  the  case  must  be  referred  to  a  master, 
to  state  the  account  for  the  consideration  of  the  court. 
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LncmDA  James,  Administratrix,  in  Equity,  v.  The  Atlantic  Ds- 

LAINE  COICPANT  e^  ab. 

BEFORE  CLIFFORD  AND  KNOWLES,  JJ. 

The  complainant  agreed  with  certain  firms  to  constmct  and  put  in  operation  a  ftetorj. 
To  obtain  and  secure  a  loan  of  money  from  these  firms,  he  executed  a  mortgage,  with 
power  of  sale  for  breach  of  condition,  to  the  treasurer  of  the  company,  as  trustee  for  the 
corporation,  upon  all  his  stock  and  interest  in  the  company.  He  also  executed  to  the 
same  firm,  as  trustee  of  the  lenders  of  the  credit,  separate  mortgages  of  the  same  kind 
upon  his  homestead  and  farm,  together  with  other  property.  Subsequently  failing,  he 
made  an  assignment  of  his  property.  By  the  terms  of  the  assignment  the  liability  to 
the  company  was  made  a  charge  upon  the  assets  named  in  the  assignment,  with  direc- 
tions to  the  assignee  to  apply  all  the  assigned  estate,  as  he  could,  to  the  fulfilment  of  the 
contract  of  the  assignor  for  the  building  and  equipment  of  the  mill.  The  assignee  mads 
an  arrangement  with  the  company  to  furnish  the  money  to  forward  the  contract  of  tbs 
assignor,  and  charge  the  same  to  the  assets  in  his  hands.  Under  this  arrangement  tfas 
factory  was  completed.  The  assignor  continuing  embarrassed,  the  trustee  was  directed 
to  advertise  the  properties  for|sale.  The  assignee  failing  to  raise  the  amount  necessary 
to  meet  the  assignor's  liabilities,  wrote  to  the  treasurer  of  the  company  demanding  s 
statement  of  the  condition  of  the  company,  so  that  he  could  represent  the  assignor's 
stock  in  its  true  light  and  sell  it  for  its  true  value.  The  trustee  stated  that  such  an  so- 
count  could  not  be  given,  and  the  assignee  then  obtained  an  injunction  restraining  the 
proposed  sale  of  the  stocks  until  the  further  order  of  the  court  Certain  of  the  mort- 
gagor's creditors  tendered  to  the  company  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt  which  the 
company  refused  to  accept,  and  the  court  passed  an  order  enjoining  the  sale  unless  the 
trustee  would  file  a  stipulation  not  to  enforce'  the  mortgage  against  property  subject  to 
the  lien  of  the  complainant  in  that  suit.  Two  suits  were  pending  to  redeem  the  proper* 
ties  mortgaged,  and  the  order  restraining  the  sale  of  the  stock  was  in  foroe  when  the  sals 
of  the  homestead  took  place.  On  that  day  the  trustee  sent  to  the  assignee  a  paper  de- 
scribed as  a  statement  of  the  company's  affairs.  He  afterwards  on  oath  acknowledged 
that  it  was  transcribed  from  a  private  memorandum  kept  by  him,  and  it  nowhere 
appeared  on  the  company's  books.  Held:  That  being  furnished  as  a  copy  from  the 
company*s  books,  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  assignee  received  it  as  an  ofiScial  account 
and  gave  it  full  credence  as  furnished  by  the  company's  officers. 

That  the  alleged  statement  was  not  only  false,  but  famished  with  intent  to  deceive  and  de- 
fraud by  promoting  a  settlement  prejudicial  to  the  mortgagor  and  more  favorable  to  tfas 
company  than  truth  and  justice  would  admit. 

That  in  such  case  the  assignor  is  entitled  to  take  the  residue  of  the  estate  after  his  debts 
outstanding  at  the  date  of  the  assignment  are  paid. 

That  by  the  extinguishment  of  the  debts  the  assignee  became  the  trustee  of  the  assigns, 
ond  the  latter  clothed  with  all  the  rights  of  ctitui  gut  inut  to  the  same  extent  as  tfas 
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crediton  previously  had  been  whose  debts  he  had  extinguished  ;  and  consequently  the 
complainant  could  come  into  a  Court  of  Equity  and  pursue  the  trust  estate,  it  having  been 
fraudulently  or  improperly  parted  with  by  the  trustee,  and  that  under  the  decretal  order 
the  complainant  was  entitled  to  redeem  the  mortgaged  property  just  as  her  intestate 
might  have  done,  if  the  settlement  and  release  had  never  been  executed. 
This  case  was  twice  referred  to  a  master,  but  inasmuch  as  the  exceptions  which  accom- 
panied the  respective  reports  made  it  necessary,  if  attempting  to  decide  the  case  at  this 
stage,  for  the  court  to  a^udicate  the  whole  controversy  as  if  no  reference  had  been 
made,  the  court  again  sent  the  whole  case  to  the  master  with  specific  instructions  for  a 
statement  of  the  accounts  between  the  parties. 

Exceptions  to  master's  report  recommitted,  supplemental  re- 
port and  exceptions  to  supplemental  report.* 

Certain  mercantile  firms,  desirous  of  engaging  in  the  manu- 
facture of  fabrics  known  as  delaines,  contracted  with  the  original 
complainant  to  construct  a  factory  for  the  purpose,  and  to  put 
the  same  in  operation,  as  he  was  known  to  possess  great  skill 
and  experience  in  such  enterprises,  as  well  in  the  choice  of  sites 
and  making  the  necessary  erections,  as  in  the  selection  of  ma- 
chinery and  putting  the  same  in  operation. 

Five  firms  entered  into  an  association  for  the  purpose  before 
they  were  incorporated,  and  to  accomplish  the  object  they  agreed 
to  create  a  stock  of  three  hundred  shares  of  $  1000  each ;  and  it 
appeared  that  the  complainant  became  the  subscriber  for  one  half 
the  amount,  and  that  they  also  contracted  with  him  to  build  and 
equip  the  mill  and  put  it  in  operation  for  the  sum  of  $  260,000. 
He  made  that  contract  on  the  1st  of  January,  1851,  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act  incorporating  the  company,  which  became  a 
law  at  the  next  session  of  the  Legislature  of  the  State,  which 
convened  in  May  following.  Slight  alterations  were  made  in  the 
contract  by  mutual  consent  subsequent  to  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, and  on  the  1st  of  August  of  the  same  year,  the  complainant 
associated  with  him  his  son-in-law  as  a  contractor,  and  the  incor- 
porated company  assumed  the  entire  obligations  of  the  contract 
as  the  other  contracting  party.  Application  was  made  at  the 
same  time  by  the  complainant  to  the  five  firms  whose  members 
subscribed  for  the  other  half  of  the  stock  of  the  company,  for  a 

*  The  first  opinion  delivered  in  this  case  by  Judge  Clifford  may  be  found  ante 
p.  614. 
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loan  of  $75,000,  and  it  appears  that  they  advanced  him  the 
amount  for  which  he  applied  by  signing  accommodation  notes 
and  by  accepting  his  drafts,  and  that  he  gave  them  satisfactory 
security  for  the  loan  in  a  mortgage  executed  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  company,  as  trustee  for  the  corporation,  which  made  the  ad- 
yances,  including  in  the  instrument  all  his  interest  in  the  stock 
and  property  of  the  company.  He  also  executed  to  the  same 
person,  as  trustee  of  the  lenders  of  the  credit,  separate  mortgages 
of  his  homestead  in  the  city  of  Providence,  and  of  his  farm  in 
the  town  of  Scituate,  together  with  certain  bonds  and  notes  of  a 
Western  corporation.  Though  he  obtained  the  pecuniary  assist- 
ance for  which  he  applied,  yet  it  was  not  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  on  the  2d  of  September  of  the  same  year  he  failed  in 
business,  and  made  an  assignment  of  all  his  property  of  every 
name  and  description  to  an  assignee.  His  assets  consisted  of 
the  several  properties  described  in  that  mortgage,  and  of  the 
other  real  and  personal  property,  stock  and  promissory  notes 
specified  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  second  deposition  of  the 
assignee,  as  exhibited  in  the  record.  By  the  terms  of  the  instru- 
ment, he  made  his  liability  under  the  contract  with  the  company 
for  building  and  equipping  the  mill,  a  charge  upon  the  assets  spe- 
cified in  the  assignment,  and  directed  the  assignee  to  apply  all  the 
assigned  estate,  as  the  same  should  come  to  his  hands,  to  the  ful- 
filment of  that  contract  so  far  as  the  same  was  necessary  to  build 
and  equip  the  mill  and  put  the  same  in  operation. 

Due  acceptance  of  the  trust  was  made  by  the  assignee ;  but 
he  soon  found  that  means  to  carry  forward  the  work  could  not 
be  raised  fast  enough  by  converting  the  assigned  property  into 
money  ;  and  to  obviate  that  difficulty  he  made  An  arrangement 
with  the  company,  through  their  treasurer,  to  supply  the  defi- 
ciency, and  to  charge  the  same  to  the  assets  in  his  hands.  Ad- 
vances were  made  by  the  treasurer  under  that  arrangement,  as 
claimed  by  the  respondents,  to  the  amount  of  $  53,814,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  assignee  completed  and  equipped  the  mill  early 
in  February,  subsequent  to  his  appointment,  and  that  the  mill 
with  its  machinery  was  delivered  to  the  company  in  the  course  of 
that  month.    Success  ultimately  attended  the  enterprise ;  but  the 
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contractor,  through  whose  skill  and  experience  it  was  originated 
and  put  in  operation,  continued  to  be  embarrassed,  always  claim* 
ing,  however,  that  he  would  be  able  in  time  to  meet  his  liabili- 
ties, and  that  the '  property  mortgaged  to  the  company  would 
revert  to  him  under  circumstances  which  would  enable  him  to 
save  a  large  portion  of  his  estate.  Negotiations  to  that  end  were 
instituted  early  in  that  season,  and  were  continued  throughout  the 
year,  but  they  resulted  in  nothing  of  value  to  either  party. 
Power  to  sell  for  breaches  of  condition  was  conferred  upon  the 
mortgagee  or  trustee  in  each  of  the  mortgaged  deeds,  and  it 
appeared  that  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  respective  mort- 
gages were  given  directed  the  trustee  to  advertise  the  several 
properties  for  sale  under  that  power,  it  being  understood  by  the 
moving  party  that  the  mortgaged  properties,  other  than  the 
stock  of  the  complainant  in  the  company,  should  all  be  first  sold 
and  applied  to  discharge  the  mortgage  debts.  All  of  the  adver- 
tisements bore  date  the  6th  of  February,  but  the  respective  sales 
were  appointed  for  difierent  days,  the  last  of  which,  to  wit,  the 
sale  of  the  homestead  and  of  the  stock  held  by  the  complain- 
ant in  the  company,  for  the  26th  of  that  month,  which  was  near 
the  close  of  a  short  session  of  Congress,  and  at  a  time  when  the 
assignor  of  the  several  properties  was  a  Senator  in  Congress,  and 
under  the  obligation  of  official  duty  to  attend  the  daily  sessions 
of  the  Senate.  Differences  of  opinion  existed  between  the  parties 
as  to  the  amount  due  firom  the  mortgagor  to  the  company,  but  it 
was  known  to  the  assignee  that  the  sale  of  the  Warwick  farm 
and  other  collateral  securities  had  reduced  the  original  mortgage 
debt  to  $52,000,  and  that  he  could  have  the  contemplated  sales 
postponed  if  he  could  raise  that  sum,  as  the  disputed  amounts 
were  under  arbitration ;  and  if  the  corporation  had  any  claim 
against  him  as  assignee,  they  could  enforce  it  by  their  charter 
lien,  or  in  due  course  of  legal  proceedings.  Efforts  of  various 
kinds  were  made  to  raise  the  necessary  amount ;  but  the  assignee, 
finding  it  impossible  to  do  so,  in  the  absence  of  his  assignor,  on 
the  15th  of  February  addressed  a  written  communication  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  company,  and  demanded  **  a  statement  of  the 
condition,  standing,  and  accounts  of  the  company,"  so  that  he 
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might  be  able  to  represent  the  stock  advertised  to  be  sold  in  its 
tme  light,  '^  and  make  it  sell  for  what  it  was  worth." 

Instead  of  complying  with  that  demand,  the  trustee  called  upon 
the  assignee  to  convince  him  that  such  an  account  could  not 
be  made  at  that  time,  and  he  professed  to  believe  that  the 
assignee  was  satisfied  with  his  explanations ;  but  it  was  evident 
that  he  was  under  a  mistake,  as  it  appeared  that,  failing  to  obtain 
the  required  statement,  he  instituted  a  suit  in  equity  in  the  State 
Court  against  the  trustee  to  enjoin  the  proposed  sales  of  the 
several  properties,  and  that  the  court,  no  satisfactory  accounts 
having  been  rendered,  enjoined  the  sale  of  the  stock  until  the 
further  order  of  the  court.  Proceedings  to  accomplish  the  same 
object  were  also  instituted  by  certain  creditors  of  the  mortgagor 
having  a  lien  upon  the  Scituate  farm,  in  the  course  of  which  the 
creditors  tendered  to  the  company  the  amount  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  which  the  company  refused  to  accept ;  and  the  court  passed 
an  order  enjoining  the  sale,  unless  the  trustee  would  file  a  stipu- 
lation not  to  enforce  the  mortgage  against  the  property  subject 
to  the  lien  of  the  complainant  in  that  suit.  Efibrts  were  made 
by  the  assignee  to  prevent  the  sale  of  the  homestead,  but  without 
success,  because  it  appeared  that  the  sale  was  made  at  the  time 
specified  in  the  advertisement  prepared  and  published  by  the 
trustee.  Two  days  before  the  sale  of  the  homestead,  the  assignee 
informed  the  mortgagor  that  he  had  succeeded  in  stopping  the 
sale  of  the  stocks,  but  that  the  application  for  an  injunction  as  to 
the  sale  of  the  other  properties  had  been  denied ;  and  it  appeared 
that  it  was  on  the  very  day  that  the  sale  of  the  homestead  took 
place  that  he  gave  to  his  assignee  a  full  description  of  the 
nature  of  the  efibrts  he  had  made  to  prevent  the  consummation 
of  that  design.  Such  a  statement  as  that  demanded  was  not 
furnished  during  the  controversy  growing  out  of  the  application 
to  enjoin  the  proposed  sales,  and  the  letter  of  the  assignee  ad- 
dressed to  the  assignor  on  the  day  of  the  sale,  furnished  no  en- 
dence  that  negotiations  were  pending  for  a  settlement,  or  for  a 
transfer  of  the  equities  of  redemption.  Two  suits  were  pending 
to  redeem  the  properties  mortgaged,  and  the  order  of  the  State 
Court  restraining  the  sale  of  the  stock  was  in  full  force  when  the 
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sale  of  the  homestead  took  place.  Both  of  these  parties  were  in 
some  respects  the  representatives  of  the  original  owner  of  the 
property,  and  as  such  were  bound  to  good  faith  in  their  dealings 
with  the  same ;  but  thej  were  pursuing  opposite  aims,  as  the 
trustee  was  endeavoring  to  effect  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erties, and  the  assignee  was  exerting  all  his  power  to  prevent 
the  accomplishment  of  that  object.  Nothing  occurred  to  change 
these  relations  prior  to  the  sale  of  the  homestead ;  but  it  appeared 
that  the  trustee  on  the  same  daj  addressed  a  letter  to  the  as- 
signee, enclosing  a  paper  which  he  described  '^  as  a  statement  of 
the  affairs  of  our  company,"  without  making  any  reference  to  the 
fact  that  the  assignee  had  ten  or  twelve  days  before  demanded 
of  him  a  statement  of  the  condition,  standing,  and  accounts  of 
the  company,  which  he  had  neglected  and  refused  to  furnish. 
A  similar  request  had  previously  been  made  and  refused,  and 
the  charge  was,  that  the  statement  as  furnished  was  incorrect  and 
untrue,  and  that  it  was  so  made  and  rendered  with  intent  to 
deceive  and  defraud  the  assignee,  and  that  the  assignee  was 
thereby  deceived  as  to  the  true  state  of  the  accounts,  and  that 
he  was  thereby  induced  to  entertain  a  proposition  which  resulted 
in  a  withdrawal  of  the  injunction  suit  and  in  the  execution  of 
mutual  releases  between  him  as  such  assignee  and  the  respon- 
dent corporation,  in  respect  to  the  entire  interest  of  the  com- 
plainant in  all  the  assigned  and  mortgaged  property. 

In  a  prior  opinion  in  the  same  case,  the  court  ordered  a  decree 
referring  the  same  to  a  master.*  By  that  order  the  court  set 
aside  the  instrument  of  release  and  settlement  executed  by  the 
assignee  of  the  original  complainant  to  the  treasurer  of  the  cor- 
poration respondents,  and  adjudged  and  decreed  that  the  same 
were  void,  as  having  been  obtained  by  the  assignee  by  fraudu- 
lent representations  and  concealment.  Such  an  adjudication 
entitling  the  complainant  to  relief,  the  court  sent  the  cause  to  a 
master  to  take  an  account  of  all  the  dealings  between  the  original 
complainant  and  his  .assignee  and  the  respondent  company  or  their 
treasurer,  including  an  account  of  all  assigned  and  mortgaged  prop- 

•  Ante  p.  621. 
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erty  held  by  the  original  complaintoty^  and  by  him  assigned  and 
mortgaged  to  those  parties,  or  which  passed  or  came  into  the 
hands,  possession,  or  control  of  the  req)ondent  company  or  their 
treasurer  under  the  operatton  of  the  said  instruments  of  settle- 
ment and  release,  and  in  any  other  manner  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts,  if  any,  due  to  the  creditors  of  the  original 
complainant,  as  secured  by  the  instrument  of  assignment. 

Pursuant  to  that  decretal  order,  the  master  gave  notice  and 
heard  the  parties,  and  on  the  10th  of  December,  1870,  made  his 
report  to  the  court,  annexed  to  which  were  the  exceptions  of  the 
parties  to  the  finding  of  the  master ;  and  the  court,  having  heard 
the  case  upon  the  exceptions  to  the  master's  report,  passed  an 
order  that  the  report  be  recommitted  to  the  master  with  Instruc- 
tions that  he  append  to  it  a  supplemental  report  comprising  two 
summary  statements,  showing,  first,  the  result  to  which  he 
came  under  the  theory  of  accounting  first  adopted  on  motion  of 
the  complainant ;  secondly,  showing  th^  result  to  which  he  came 
under  the  second  theory,  which  he  adopted  at  the  suggestion  of 
the  respondents,  reserving  this  exceptions  filed  by  each  party, 
and  giving  to  each  party  the  right  to  except  to  the  supplemental 
report. 

Enough  was  done  under  that  order  to  constitute,  as  the 
master  supposed,  a  compliance  with  these  instructions,  and  he 
accordingly,  on  the  20th  of  June,  1872,  made  a  supplemental 
report  which  appeared  in  the  record.  Prior  to  the  hearing  upon 
the  exceptions  to  the  master's  report,  the  respondents  filed  a 
petition  for  a  rehearing  of  the  case  upon  the  merits,  but  they 
withdrew  the  same  at  the  suggestion  of  the  court  that  the  appli- 
cation was  premature  when  the  hearing  was  asked  upon  the 
exceptions,  it  being  understood  that  the  withdrawal  was  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  to  renew  it  at  the  proper  time.  On  the 
19th  of  August,  1872,  the  master  filed  his  supplemental  report, 
to  which  were  annexed  the  exceptions  of  the  respective  parties; 
and  on  the  8d  of  September  following  the  respondents  filed  their 
petition  for  leave  to  review  the  original  decretal  order.  Suffi- 
cient appeared  in  the  original  record  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the 
exhibit  made  by  the  treasurer  of  the  company  to  the  assignee 
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as  the  basis  of  the  setUemexit  between  the  parties  was  erroneous 
and  false ;  and  the  court  acoordinglj  found  that  the  settlement 
and  release  executed  by  the  assignee  of  the  original  complainant 
were  obtained  bj  firaudulent  representations  and  concealment. 

Certain  statements  appeared  in  the  original  report  of  the 
inaster  which  tended  to  show  that  the^court  erred  in  that  finding 
of  fact.  Such  also  were  the  yiews  of  the  respondents ;  and  it 
appeared  that  thej,  in  pursuance*  thereof,  on  the  8d  of  September 
in  the  same  year,  renewed  their  application  for  a  review  of  the 
original  case,  insisting  that  the  decretal  order  was  for  the  wrong 
party ;  and  it  also  appeared  that  the  court,  in  view  of  the  state- 
ments contained  in  the  report  of  the  master,  tending  to  show 
that  the  court  erred  in  the  said  finding,  passed  an  order  grant- 
ing a  rehearing  ^^  as  to  that  fact,''  and  gave  leave  to  each  party 
to  take  further  proof  on  the  question  whether  the  statement  of 
the  accounts  furnished  by  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  to  the 
assignee,  was  or  was  not  fUse,  as  found  by  the  court. 

Proofs  were  taken  by  both  parties  under  that  order,  and  the 
cause,  on  the  23d  of  October  following,  came  to  hearing  upon 
the  proofs  exhibited  and  the  exceptions  of  the  respective  parties 
to  the  sup{demental  report  of  the  master. 

Jos.  H.  Par^onif  Thos.  A.  JenckeSj  and  Caleb  Ou$hing  for 
complainants. 

A.  Payne^  B.  W.  Cheeney  and  B.  B.  Ourtii  for  respondents. 

Clifford,  J.  Questions  of  considerable  difficulty  are  pre- 
sented in  the  case,  which  arise  out  of  the  application  for  a 
review,  and  others  arise  upon  the  exceptions  filed  by  the  respec- 
tive parties  both  to  the  original  and  supplemental  reports  of  the 
master,  all  of  which  are  still  open  for  consideration,  as  it  was 
not  intended  that  any  of  them,  except  the  one  withdrawn  by  the 
complainant,  should  be  superseded  by  any  subsequent  order  in 
the  cause.  Before  attempting  to  examine  the  several  exceptions 
to  the  master's  report,  it  becomes  necessary  to  decide  whether 
the  view  of  the  court  as  embodied  in  the  decretal  order  is  cop- 
rect,  as  that  presents  a  preliminary  question  which,  if  decided 
in  favor  of  the  respondents,  will  terminate  the  controversy. 

Coming  to  the  application  for  review,  the  question  is,  whether 
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the  statement  of  the  accounts  furnished  by  the  treasurer  of  the 
corporation  to  the  assignee  of  the  original  complainant  was  or 
was  not  false,  as  found  by  the  court  in  the  opinion  deliyered  at 
the  time  the  decretal  order  was  entered.  Aid  in  solTing  the 
questions  presented  will  be  derived  from  a  proper  understanding 
of  the  exact  relations  which  the  parties  sustained  to  each  other 
in  the  ori^al  transactions,  out  of  which  the  controversy  has 
arisen ;  and  for  that  purpose  it  will  be  necessary  to  refer  very 
briefly  to  the  original  record,  as  those  relations  commenced  in 
an  enterprise  which  originated  even  before  the  respondent  com- 
pany was  incorporated. 

[At  this  point  the  court  recited  the  facts  substantially  as  they 
appear  in  the  statement.] 

Facts  and  circumstances  were  introduced  at  the  original  hear- 
ing sufBcient  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the  charge  made  in  the 
bill  of  complaint  was  true,  and  the  court  accordingly  entered  the 
decretal  order,  which  is  the  subject  of  complaint  in  the  applica- 
tion for  a  rehearing. 

Having  carefully  weighed  the  fiEu^ts  and  circumstances  intro- 
duced in  evidence,  the  court  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
release  given  by  the  assignee  to  the  company  was  void,  and 
adjudged  and  decreed  that  the  same  be  set  aside  as  having  been 
obtained  by  fraudulent  representations  and  concealments.  Cer- 
tain suggestions  were  made  at  the  recent  argument  to  the  efifect 
that  the  exhibit  in  question  was  not  properly  before  the  court  at 
the  final  hearing,  when  the  decretal  order  under  revision  was 
entered ;  but  it  cannot  be  necessary  to  consume  time  in  discuss- 
ing that  proposition,  as  the  record  is  fiill  of  evidence  to  refute 
it,  and  to  show  that  both  parties,  as  well  as  the  court,  treated  it 
as  a  most  material  part  of  the  proofe  of  the  case.  Undoubtedly 
it  first  came  into  the  case  as  an  exhibit  to  the  deposition  of  the 
treasurer  of  the  company,  and  it  is  equally  true  that  certain  por- 
tions of  his  deposition  were  excluded  as  unauthorized  at  that 
time  by  the  acts  of  Congress ;  but  the  record  shows  that  the  time 
for  taking  proofs  was  subsequentiy  enlarged,  which  enabled  the 
respondents  to  retake  that  deposition  and  some  others  which  had 
been  excluded  under  the  same  ruling,  Congress  having  in  tiie 
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mean  time  made  parties  competent  witnesses  in  equity  suits  as  well 
as  in  actions  at  law.  Nor  is  there  any  doubt  entertained  that 
the  decision  was  correct  upon  the  evidence  then  before  the  court 
in  entering  the  decretal  order.  Much  discussion  on  that  topic  is 
unnecessary,  as  the  proposition  is  scarcely  denied. 

Suppose  that  it  is  so,  still  it  is  insisted  that  the  new  evidence 
taken  under  the  recent  leave  granted  for  that  purpose  is' suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  finding  of  the  court  was  erroneous ;  but 
the  court  is  not  able  to  concur  in  that  view.  Instead  of  that  the 
new  evidence  convinces  the  court  that  the  original  decision  was 
correct,  and  that  the  release  executed  by  the  assignee  was  prop- 
erly set  aside,  as  having  been  obtained  by  fraudulent  representa- 
tions and  concealment.  Considerable  embarrassment,  it  must  be 
confessed,  was  experienced  in  conducting  the  original  investigar 
tion,  as  the  books  of  the  company  were  not  before  the  court ; 
but  the  facts  and  circumstances  adduced  in  evidence  were  amply 
sufficient  to  convince  the  court  that  the  account  exhibited  was 
not  an  official  account  made  by  the  company  or  by  its  managers, 
and  that  it  was  not  an  account  copied  from  any  official  statement 
of  the  affairs  of  the  company  in  respect  to  its  dealings  with  the 
original  complainant.  All  doubt  upon  the  subject  is  now  re- 
moved, as  the  party  who  furnished  it  to  the  assignee,  as  the 
basis  of  the  settlement,  confesses  under  oath  that  it  was  tran- 
scribed from  a  private  memorandum  kept  by  him,  and  that  it 
nowhere  appears  on  the  books  of  the  company  as  an  exhibit  of 
their  affairs,  which,  of  itself,  in  view  of  the  circumstances  attend- 
ing the  settlement  and  transfer,  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  finding 
of  the  court,  as  it  falsely  purports  to  be  '^  a  true  copy  from  the 
books."  Reference  to  the  charter  will  show  that  the  annual 
meetings  of  the  company  were  required  to  be  held  on  the  first 
Wednesday  of  February  in  each  year,  and  the  by-laws  require 
that  the  directors  at  each  annual  meeting  should  give  a  siun- 
mary  account  of  their  management  to  the  company  for  the  pre- 
ceding year,  and  at  all  other  times  when  required  by  the  stock- 
holders representing  one  third  of  the  capital  stock.  Apart 
from  that  it  was  also  made  the  duty  of  the  treasurer  to  render 
to  the  directors  semi-annually  an  account  of  the  affairs  of  the 
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company^  and  at.  all  other  timai  when  required,  and  at  each 
annual  meeting  to  exhibit  his  aocoont  to  the  corporation.  In- 
asmuch as  this  statement  was  furnished  as  a  true  eopj  from  the 
books,  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  assignee  received  it  as  an 
official  account,  made  under  the  obligation  of  law  and  of  the  coo- 
tract  between  the  parties  to  which  it  related,  and  that  be  gave  it 
full  credence  as  an  official  exhibit  made  by  the  proper  officers  of 
the  company  in  the  performance  of  their  appropriate  duties. 

Nothing  of  the  kind,  however,  appears  on  any  of  the  books, 
and  the  party  who  furnished  it  testifies  under  oath  that  ^^  it  cams 
firom  my  private  letter  book.''  Items  of  large  amount  were  in- 
cluded in  the  statement,  which  do  not  appear  in  the  books  at 
all,  and  some  of  those  which  do  appear  are  erroneous  in  laige 
amounts,  as  is  evident  from  the  proofs  exhibited  in  the  record, 
thus  fully  justifying  the  remark  of  the  court  in  the  former 
opinion  that  the  statement  was  inaccurate  in  large  amounts  and 
greatly  to  the  prejudice  of  the  original  complainant.  Viewed 
in  every  aspect,  it  is  the  conclusion  of  the  court,  not  only  that  it 
was  false,  but  that  it  was  furnished  with  the  intent  to  deceive  and 
defraud  by  promoting  a  settlement  prejudicial  to  the  original 
complainant  and  more  favorable  to  the  respondent  corporatioB 
than  truth  and  justice  would  admit. 

In  such  a  case  the  settled  rule  is,  that  the  assignor  is  entitled 
to  take  the  residue  of  the  estate  after  his  debts  outstanding  at 
the  date  of  the  assignment  are  paid.  HaUey  v.  WkUnej/j  4  Mas. 
222  ;  BraJuar  v.  We9t,  7  Pet.  608. 

By  the  extinguishment  of  the  debts  the  assignee  became  tiia 
trustee  of  the  assignor,  and  the  latter  became  clothed  with  all 
the  rights  and  powers  of  a  eettui  que  tnut^  to  the  same  extent  as 
the  creditors  previously  had  been  whose  claims  he  had  extin- 
guished. LoManu  v.  La.  (7o.,  6  Pick.  81.  Consequently  the 
original  complainant  was  the  proper  party  to  come  into  a  Court 
of  Equity  and  pursue  the  trust  estate,  it  appearing  tiiat  it  had 
been  fraudulently  or  improperly  parted  with  by  the  trustee. 
Story,  £q.  Plea.,  §  221 ;  Oliver  v.  PiaU,  8  How.  400 ;  Lewin 
on  Trusts,  780 ;  Havendell  v.  Anne$l^,  2  Sch.  A  Lef.  688. 

Tested  by  these  considerationsi  the  court  is  of  the  opinion 
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tb&t  its  finding  as  exhibited  by  the  decretal  order  is  correct,  and 
that  the  original  complainant  was  and  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
therein  a^udged  and  decreed.  Renewed  reference  to  the  de- 
fenoes  set  np  in  the  answer  will  not  be  necessarj,  as  those  mat- 
ters were  fallj  considered  in  the  former  opinion,  to  which 
reference  is  made  as  expressive  of  the  present  C'Onclusions  of 
the  court.  The  complainant  being  thus  entitled  to  relief,  the 
only  remaining  question  of  much  importance  is,  what  is  the 
proper  measure  of  that  relief,  which  is  a  question  of  great  diffi« 
ooltj  and  embarrassment. 

Twice  the  court  has  referred  the  case  to  a  master,  with  a  view 
to  solve  the  difficulty  and  to  discover  the  true  theory  of  doing 
justice  between  the  parties  without  complete  success,  since  the 
exceptions  which  accompany  the  respective  reports  make  it 
necessary  for  the  Court  to  adjudicate  the  whole  controversy  to 
the  same  extent  as  if  no  reference  had  been  made. 

Separate  examinations  of  the  several  exceptions  under  the  cir* 
cumstances  will  not  be  attempted,  because  it  would  extend  the 
opinion  to  an  unreasonable  length  without  accomplishing  any« 
thing  of  value  to  either  party.  Such  an  investigation  would  not 
serve  any  useful  purpose,  because  neither  the  reports  of  the  mas- 
ter, nor  the  exceptions,  nor  both  combined,  are  of  a  character  to 
enable  the  court  to  come  to  a  satisfactory  result  without  a  further 
reference.  Much  has  been  accomplished  by  the  master  which  will 
be  of  great  value  in  the  further  investigation  of  the  subject,  and 
the  criticism  of  the  parties,  exhibited  in  their  exceptions,  will 
also  be  of  service  in  framing  a  new  report ;  but  the  court  is  not 
able  to  deduce  from  the  record  in  its  present  condition,  without 
performing  work  which  belongs  to  a  master,  such  a  result  as  the 
oonrt  is  prepared  to  adopt  as  the  final  decree  in  the  case. 

Governed  by  these  considerations,  the  court  will  send  the 
whole  case  to  the  master,  with  more  specific  instructions  for  a 
new  report,  and  for  a  statement  of  the  accounts  between  the 
parties  in  respect  to  the  mortgage  debt.  Under  the  decretal 
order  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  redeem  the  mortgaged 
property  just  as  her  intestate  might  have  done  if  the  settlement 
and  release  mentioned  in  the  decretal  order  had  never  been  exe- 
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cuted.    The  release  and  settlement  having  been  set  aside,  be- 
cause obtained  by  fraudulent  representations  and  concealment, 
it  is  clear  that  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  have  an  account 
against  the  respondents  as  against  mortgagees  wrongfully  in 
possession,  including  the  net  and  annual  profits  of  the  property 
without  being  accountable  for  the  losses  of  subsequent  years. 
All  sums  due  to  the  mortgagee  will  first  be  charged  to  the  mort- 
gaged estate,  as  ascertained  from  the  agreementa  and  actual  deal- 
ings of  the  parties,  whether  adyanced  to  the  actual  mortgagor  or  his 
assignee.    Having  ascertained  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  mortgage 
debt  including  interest  to  the  present  time,  the  master  will  next 
proceed  to  take  an  account  of  the  net  earnings  of  the  mortgaged 
property,  as  against  a  mortgagee  wrongfully  in  possession,  de- 
ducting insurance,  taxes,  repairs,  including  ordinary  improve- 
ments such  as  relate  to  the  operative  machinery  and  the  motive 
power  of  the  mill,  and  including  all  the  net  earnings  subject 
to  those  deductions,  whether  actually  declared  as  dividends  or 
not,  and  however  the  same  may  have  been  expended  or  appro- 
priated.   Earnings  of  one  year  are  not  to  be  set  off  by  the  losses 
of  a  subsequent  year,  as  the  respondents  are  to  be  treated  as 
mortgagees  wrongfully  in  possession,  but  in  ascertaining  the  earn- 
ings of  a  particular  year,  the  losses  of  that  year  are  to  be  de- 
ducted from  the  gross  earnings  in  order  to  ascertain  the  net 
earnings  of  the  year,  as  well  as  the  cost  of  insurance,  taxes,  re- 
pairs, ordinary  improvements,  running  expenses,  and  commis- 
sions.    Shares  of  the  stock  paid,  the  complainant  is  entitled  to 
recover  in  specie,  but  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  thirty-seven  shares  never  paid,  as  it  cannot  be  said  that  those 
shares  are  wrongfully  in  the  possession  of  the  respondents.    Noth- 
ing having  been  paid  for  the  same,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion 
that  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  account  of  those  shares. 

Estimates  of  earnings  will  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  shares 
paid,  without  including  those  not  paid,  and  the  master,  on  stat- 
ing the  accounts,  will  be  governed  by  the  principles  herein  laid 
down,  and  will  deduct  the  amount  of  the  unpaid  mortgage  debt 
from  the  amount  of  the  earnings  of  the  mortgaged  property,  ad- 
justing interest  to  the  present  time,  and  state  the  exact  amount 
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which  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  recover.  Interest  upon  the 
total  amount  of  profits  earned  prior  to  the  date  of  the  decretal 
order,  will  be  computed  from  the  date  of  that  order  to  the  com- 
pletion of  the  report  of  the  master.  Profits  earned  subsequently 
to  the  date  of  the  decretal  order  will  only  bear  interest  from  the 
close  of  the  last  year  included  in  that  computation.  Power  is 
Tested  in  the  master  to  call  for  new  accounts,  and  to  hear  the 
parties  further  if  necessary,  to  enable  him  to  state  the  account 
as  required,  and  he  will  submit  his  draft  report  to  them,  as 
required  by  the  rules. 
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Wm.  Sterling  et  aU.y  Owners  of  the  Brig  William  Nickels,  Libe- 
lants, V.  The  Brig  Jennie  Cushman,  Wm.  H.  Lewis^  Claimant 
and  Appellant. 

The  general  role  is,  that  where  a  vessel  is  at  anchor  in  a  proper  place,  with  no  sails  set, 
and  another  under  sail  collides  with  her  and  occasions  Iqjnrj  to  her,  the  Teasel  in  motkn 
is  liable. 

The  harbor  regnlations  of  the  harbor  of  Bangor  require  that  no  veessl  shall  come  to  anobor 
in  the  channel  within  certain  limits ;  in  this  case  it  was  found  that  the  libellsnt'i 
vessel  was  anchored  in  a  proper  place,  had  the  proper  light,  and  that  her  owners  wen 
entitled  to  recover  of  the  respondents,  in  accordance  with  the  decree  of  the  District 
Court  which  was  affirmed. 

Inevitable  accident  in  collision  oases  is  never  admitted  as  a  defence,  except  when  it  if 
shown  that  neither  vessel  was  in  fault. 

Admiralty  appeal  in  a  cause  of  collision.  The  owners  of 
the  brig  William  Nickels  exhibited  their  libel  in  the  court 
below,  against  the  brig  Jennie  Cushman,  in  a  cause  of  collision, 
civil  and  maritime.  The  place  of  the  collision  was  in  the  Pe- 
nobscot Biyer  between  Bangor  Bridge  and  the  north  line  of 
the  town  of  Hampden.  The  libellants'  brig  arrived  at  Bangor 
during  the  night  of  September  7,  1865,  with  a  load  of  white-oak 
timber,  and  anchored  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  river,  nearlj 
opposite  Tewksbury's  shipyard.    The  next  day,  at  the  request 
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of  the  steyedore,  she  weighed  anchor  and  dropped  down  the 
riyer  about  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet,  where  she  again  came  to 
anchor  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  cargo.  The  steyedore 
stated  that  in  changing  her  place  of  anchorage  she  was  put  in 
shore  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  channel.  The  cargo  was  con- 
signed to  John  T.  Tewksbury,  the  owner  of  the  wharf  of  that 
name  on  the  Brewer  side  of  the  riyer ;  and  he  confirmed  the 
statement  of  the  steyedore  that  the  yessel  did  not  lie  more  than 
one  third  the  way  across  the  riyer  from  the  Brewer  shore.  She 
drew,  when  loaded,  tweWe  feet  of  water,  and  at  low  tide  there 
was  not  more  than  seyen  feet  of  water  where  she  lay.  Unload^ 
ing  was  continued  through  two  days,  during  which  the  brig  did 
not  change  her  position. 

The  Jennie  Gushman  came  up  the  riyer  on  the  night  of  the 
second  day  during  which  the  brig  was  unloading.  When  three 
miles  below  Bangor  a  steam-tug  was  employed  to  tow  her  into 
the  harbor,  and  in  coming  in  she  struck  the  yessel  of  the  libel*- 
lants  and  caused  the  damage  complained  of. 

None  of  the  ship's  company  of  the  respondents'  yessel  were 
on  board  at  the  time  of  the  collision  except  the  master  and  two 
seamen,  and  they  were  below.  At  about  nine  o'clock  in  the 
eyening,  they  set  a  light  in  the  starboard  rigging,  ten  or  twelye 
feet  aboye  the  deck,  and  the  light  burned  brightly.  The  collision 
occurred  between  eleyen  and  twelye  o'clock  at  night ;  but  it  was 
a  bright  night,  and  the  yessels  had  been  in  plain  yiew  of  each 
other  for  a  half-hour  before  it  took  place. 

Jame%  S.  Howe  for  libellants. 

CharUs  P.  Stetson  and  Shepley  &  Strout  for  respondents. 

CuFFOBD,  J.  Taken  as  a  whole,  the  circumstances  show  to  a 
demonstration  that  this  was  a  case  of  fault  and  not  of  ineyitable 
accident.  Ineyitable  accident  is  neyer  admitted  as  a  good 
defence  except  when  it  appears  that  neither  yessel  was  in 
fault,  because  if  the  yessel  of  the  respondent  was  in  fault,  the 
libellant  is  entitled  to  recover,  and  if  the  yessel  of  the  libel- 
lant  is  in  fault  then  the  libel  should  be  dismissed ;  but  if  both 
were  in  fault,  then  the  damages  should  be  diyided.  The  Penri- 
Bfflvania^  24  How.  313 ;  James  Oray^  21  How.  194.  The  gen- 
eral rule  is,  that  when  a  ship  is  at  anchor  in  a  proper  place 
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or  anchoring,  and  with  no  sails  set,  if  another  ship  under  sail 
collides  with  her  and  does  her  damage,  the  vessel  in  motion  is 
liable.     The  Batavier,  2  W.  Rob.  407 ;  The  Scioto^  Daveis's  359 ; 
Strout  V.  Foster  J 1  How.  89. 

The  appellants  do  not  controTert  that  general  rule,  but  insist 
that  the  evidence  in  the  record  shows  that  the  case  falls  within  the 
qualifications  which  are  included  in  the  rule.    The  harbor  regula- 
tions of  the  port  of  Bangor  provide  that  no  vessel,  steamboat,  or 
raft  shall  be  allowed  to  anchor  or  lie  in  the  main  channel  of  the 
river  between  the  Bangor  Bridge  and  the  north  line  of  Hamp- 
den, so  as  to  obstruct  the  free  passage  of  vessels,  boats,  or  rafts 
up  or  down  the  river.    The  duty  of  the  harbor-master  is  to  board 
vessels  as  soon  as  practicable  after  their  arrival,  and  to  exhibit  to 
the  proper  officer  the  regulations  of  the  port,  and,  if  necessary,  to 
direct  them  where  they  shall  lie.    The  argument  of  the  appel- 
lant is  that  the  vessel  of  the  libellants  was  not  anchored  in 
a  place  allowed  by  the  harbor  regulations,  but  in  a  place  where 
she  obstructed  the  free  passage  of  vessels  up  and  down  the 
river.     But  the  harbor-master,  and  the  owner  of  the  wharf 
to  whom  the  cargo  was  consigned,  testified  otherwise,  and  so 
do  the  master  and  all  others  on  board  the  damaged  vessel. 
They  testify  that  she  was  on  the  Brewer  side  of  the  main  chan- 
nel, where  at  low  tide  the  water  was  not  more  than  seven  feet 
deep.    The  witnesses  examined  by  the  appellants  strongly  sup- 
port their  theory,  but  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  whole 
evidence  I  concur  with  the  District  Judge  that  their  testimony 
is  not  sufficient  to  overcome  the  facts  and  circumstances  adduced 
by  the  libellants.    Several  other  defences  were  set  up  by  the 
respondents,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  no  one  of  them  is 
sustained  by  the  evidence.    Decree  affirmed  with  costs. 
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CHARGE  OF  CLIFFORD,   J.,   TO   THE  JURY, 

In  The  Union  Sugab  Refinery  v.  Matthiesson  &  Co.,  and  final 
proceedings,  November  18  and  14, 1865. 

liiTentioDs  pertaining  to  machines  may  be  divided  into  fonr  classes. 

1.  Where  the  invention  embraces  the  entire  machine. 

2.  Where  the  invention  embraces  one  or  more  of  the  elements  of  the  machine  but  not  the 
entire  machine. 

8.  Where  the  invention  embraces  both  a  new  element  and  a  combination  of  elements  pre- 

▼ioosly  known. 
4.  Where  all  the  elements  are  old,  and  a  new  combination,  producing  a  new  result,  is  made 

oat  of  them. 
A  person  is  an  infringer  of  a  patent  of  the  first  class  who,  without  license,  makes  any  por> 

lion  of  the  machine  ;  of  the  second,  when  the  part  new  and  patented  is  made  or  used  ; 

of  the  third  class,  when  the  new  element  or  new  combination  is  used  ;  of  the  fourth, 

when  the  patented  combination  is  pirated. 
The  property  of  the  inventor  is  the  exclusive  right  which  the  letters-patent  secure  to 

him  to  make,  use,  and  vend  the  thing  patented. 
The  reason  that  a  patent,  when  introduced  in  evidence,  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 

patentee  is  the  first  and  original  inventor  of  what  is  claimed  therein,  is  that  it  is  issued 

upon  the  adjudication  of  a  public  officer  charged  by  law  with  such  duty. 
Where  all  the  elements  of  a  machine  are  old,  the  patentee  cannot  invoke  the  doctrine  of 

equivalents  to  suppress  all  other  improvements  on  the  old  machine. 
But  he  is  an  infringer  who  makes  or  vends  the  patented  improvement  with  no  other 

change  than  the  employment  as  a  substitute  for  one  of  its  elements,  a  device  well  known 

in  the  state  of  the  art  to  be  such  at  the  date  of  the  invention,  and  which  any  constructor 

acquainted  with  the  art,  would  then  know  how  to  employ. 
Such  substitution  of  one  well-known  element  for  another  is  a  mere  colorable  evasion  of  the 

patent. 
Whether  a  witness  has  sworn  falsely  or  not  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  if  they  find  that 

he  has  wilfully  sworn  falsely  as  to  a  material  fact,  they  may,  if  they  deem  it  proper,  dis- 
believe everything  he  has  said. 
The  presumption  that  the  patentee  is  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  what  is  claimed  in 

the  patent,  when  introduced  in  evidence,  extendi,  in  the  absence  of  the  original  applica- 
tion no  farther  back  than  the  date  of  the  patent ;  and  those  alleging  an  earlier  date  must 

prove  it  by  competent  evidence. 
Where  there  is  no  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  presumption  is  that  the  patentee  at  the 

time  of  making  his  application  for  a  patent  believed  himself  to  be  the  original  inventor 

or  discoverer  of  the  th'ng  patented. 
Crude  and  imp>erfect  experiments  equivocal  in  their  results,  and  then  abandoned  and  given 

up,  shall  not  bo  permitted  to  prevail  against  an  original  inventor  who  has  perfected  hit 

improvement  and  obtained  his  patent. 
It  is  not  enough  to  defeat  a  patent  to  show  that  another  had  first  conceived  the  possibill  y 

of  effecting  what  the  patentee  accomplished,  unless  it  appears  that  he.reduced  what  he 

conceived  to  practice. 
If  two  machines,  having  the  same  mode  of  operation,  do  the  same  work  in  substantially 
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the  same  way  and  accomplish  substantially  the  same  r«}tilt,  they  are  the  same,  thovgjh 

differing  in  form,  shape,  or  name. 
If  the  defendant's  means  of  causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  of  his  machine  were,  at  the  date 

of  the  patentee's  invention,  known  as  a  substitute  for  the  means  of  causing  pressure  at 

the  nozzle  described  in  the  patent  in  this  case,  and  if  this  mode  performed  the  same  fonc- 

tion  as  the  patented  one,  and  could  from  a  constructor's  knowledge  be  substituted  for  it^ 

then  the  two  means  are  substantially  the  same« 
The  patent  in  this  case  is  not  limited  to  any  arbitrary  mathematieal  amount  of  pressu% 

but  coyers  such  degree  as  Is  capable  of  carrying  out  the  described  object  of  the 

patentee  under  the  conditions  described  in  the  patent. 

# 

Gentlehen  of  the  Jury  :  —  Pursuant  to  the  uniform  practice 
in  this  court,  it  now  hecomes  my  dutj,  as  the  organ  of  the  court, 
to  direct  jour  attention  to  the  nature  of  the  controversy  between 
these  parties,  as  exhibited  in  the  pleadings,  and  to  give  you  such 
instructions  in  matter  of  law  as  seem  to  be  applicable  to  the 
evidence  in  the  case. 

The  action  is  an  action  on  the  case  for  an  alleged  infringement 
of  certain  letters-patent.  The  writ  is  dated  the  16th  of  January, 
1864 ;  infringement  is  alleged  on  the  2d  day  of  November,  1868, 
and  from  that  time  to  the  date  of  the  writ.  The  plea  is  the  general 
issue,  with  notices,  under  the  statute,  of  certain  special  defences. 
The  principal  special  defence  relied  on  is  that  the  assignor  of  the 
plaintiff  is  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement 
described  in  the  letters-patent  on  which  the  suit  is  founded.  The 
claims  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  laid  in  the  declaration,  rest  upon  two 
material  allegations :  First,  that  their  assignor,  Gustavus  A. 
Jasper,  is  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement  de- 
scribed in  the  patent  on  which  the  suit  is  founded ;  second,  that 
the  defendant,  Francis  0.  Matthiesson,  infringed  the  same  ts 
alleged  in  the  declaration.  Both  of  these  allegations  are  denied 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  issues  presented  in  the  affirmation  and 
denial  of  these  two  allegations  constitute  the  principal  questions 
for  your  decision.  They  present  mixed  questions  of  law  and 
fact,  and  consequently  must  be  determined  under  the  instmo- 
tions  of  the  court.  Questions  of  law  must  be  determined  by  the 
court,  subject  to  revision  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  a  writ  of 
error ;  but  questions  of  fact  are  for  your  determination,  under 
the  instructions  of  the  court  as  to  the  rules  of  law  properly  ap- 
plicable to  the  subject-matter  involved  in  the  inquiry. 

Controversies  like  the  present  are  exclusively  cognizable  in 
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the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States ;  and  the  rights  of  the 
parties  in  such  controTcrsies  are  to  be  ascertained  and  deter- 
mined according  to  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  Congress  upon 
this  subject,  and  the  rules  and  decisions  established  by  the  Federal 
courts.  Power  is  conferred  upon  Congress,  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  to  promote  the  progress  of  science  and  the 
useful  arts  by  securing,  for  limited  terms,  to  authors  and  in- 
ventors, the  exclusive  right  to  their  respective  writings  and  dis- 
coveries. Congress  has  accordingly  legislated  upon  the  subject. 
The  existing  Patent  Act  establishes  the  Patent  Office,  and  pro- 
vides for  the  appointment  of  a  Commissioner  of  Patents,  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
Provision  is  made  by  §  6  of  the  act, "  that  any  person  or  persons, 
having  discovered  or  invented  any  new  and  useful  art,  machine, 
manufacture,  or  composition  of  matter,  or  any  new  and  useful 
improvement  on  any  art,  machine,  or  composition  of  matter,  not 
known  or  used  by  others  before  his  or  their  discovery  or  inven- 
tion thereof,  and  not  at  the  time  of  his  application  for  a  patent 
in  public  use  or  on  sale,  with  his  consent  or  allowance,  as  the 
inventor  or  discoverer,  and  shall  desire  to  obtain  an  exclusive 
property  therein,  may  make  application  in  writing  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  Patents,  expressing  such  desire,  and  the  Commis- 
sioner, on  due  proceedings  had,  may  grant  a  patent  therefor.'' 

Protection  is  aflforded,  as  you  perceive,  by  that  provision,  to 
inventors  of  various  kinds,  but  it  will  only  be  necessary,  in  this 
case,  to  speak  of  inventions  or  improvements  in  machines.  In- 
ventions pertaining  to  machines  may,  for  the  purpose  of  such 
explanations  as  the  court  find  it  necessary  to  give  you  in  this 
case,  be  divided  into  four  classes.  First,  where  the  invention 
embraces  the  entire  machine,  as  a  car  for  a  railway,  or  a  sewing- 
machine,  as  was  decided  by  this  court  in  a  well-known  case. 
Such  inventions  are  seldom  made,  but  when  made,  and  duly 
patented,  any  person  is  an  infringer  who,  without  license,  makes 
or  uses  any  portion  of  the  machine.  Under  such  a  patent  the 
patentee  holds  the  exclusive  right  to  make,  use,  and  vend  to 
others  to  be  used,  the  entire  machine ;  and  if  another,  without 
license,  makes,  uses,  or  vends  any  portion  of  it,  he  invades  the 
right  of  the  patentee. 

VOL.   lU.  41 
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The  second  class  of  inventions  referred  to  are  those  which  em- 
brace one  01  more  of  the  elements  of  the  machine,  but  not  the 
entire  machiae  ;  as  the  coulter  of  the  plough,  or  the  divider  of 
the  reaping-machine.  In  patents  of  that  class  any  person  may 
make,  use,  or  vend  all  other  parts  of  the  machine  or  implement, 
and  he  may  employ  a  coulter  or  a  divider  in  the  machine  men- 
tioned, provided  it  be  substantially  different  from  that  embraced 
in  the  patent. 

The  .third  class  of  machines  which  are  to  be  mentioned  are 
those  which  embrace  both  a  new  element  and  a  new  combination 
of  elements  previously  used  and  well  known.  The  property  in 
the  patent  in  such  a  case  consists  in  the  new  element  and  in  the 
new  combination.  No  one  can  lawfully  make,  use,  or  vend  the 
machiiie  containing  such  new  element  or  such  new  combination. 
1 4jey  may  make,  vend,  or  use  the  machine  without  the  patented 
improvements,  if  it  is  capable  of  such  use ;  but  they  cannot 
use  either  of  those  improvements  without  making  themselves 
liable  as  infringers. 

The  fourth  class  of  machines  to  be  mentioned  are  those  where 
all  the  elements  of  the  machine  are  old,  and  where  the  invention 
consists  in  a  new  combination  of  those  elements,  whereby  a  new 
and  useful  result  is  obtained. 

Most  of  the  modern  machines  are  of  this  class,  and  many  of 
them  are  of  great  utility  and  value.  You  will  observe  that  in 
this  class  the  invention  consists  solely  in  the  new  combination ; 
and  the  rule  is,  that  the  property  of  the  inventor,  if  duly  secured 
by  letters-patent,  is  in  all  cases  exactly  commensurate  with  his 
invention.  Such  an  invention,  however,  is  but  an  improvement 
upon  an  old  machine ;  and  consequently  the  patentee  cannot 
treat  another  as  an  infringer  who  has  also  improved  the  original 
machine,  by  the  use  of  a  substantially  different  combination,  al- 
though the  machines  may  produce  the  same  result.  But  every 
inventor  is  entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  his  invention,  as  de- 
icribed  and  secured  in  his  patent ;  and  no  one  charged  with  in- 
tringing  the  same  can  successfully  defend  himself  .against  the 
charge  merely  because  the  machine  he  makes,  uses,  or  vends 
differs  from  that  of  the  plaintiff  in  any  respect  which  does  not 
render  the  machine  so  made,  used,  or  vended  substantially 
different  from  the  patented  machine. 
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Inyentions  of  the  fourth  class  are  just  as  meritorious  as  those 
of  any  other  class,  and  the  property  of  the  inventor  is  entitle<^  to 
the  same  protection.  When  we  speak  of  the  property  of  the 
inventor,  we  refer  to  the  exclusive  right  which  the  letters-patent 
secure  to  him,  to  make,  use,  and  vend  to  others  to  be  used,  the 
improvement  therein  described  for  the  term  specified  in  the 
patent.  Take  the  patent,  for  example,  on  which  the  suit  is 
founded.  The  plaintiflTs  property  as  assignee  of  the  patentee  — 
if  the  patent  is  valid  —  consists  in  the  exclusive  right  to  make, 
use,  and  vend  to  others  to  be  used,  the  patented  improvement 
for  the  period  specified  in  the  patent.  The  patentees  have  that 
property  in  their  inventions,  as  secured  by  letters-patent,  and 
they  have  no  other  ;  hence  it  is  that  courts  of  justice  have  uni- 
formly held  that  patents  for  inventions  are  not  to  be  treated  as 
mere  monopolies,  and  therefore  odious  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  but 
they  are  to  receive  a  liberal  construction,  and,  if  practicable,  are 
to  be  so  interpreted  as  to  uphold  and  not  to  destroy  the  rights  of 
the  inventor. 

Objection  was  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  introduction  of 
the  letters-patent  described  in  the  declaration,  but  the  objection 
was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  it  will  be  your  duty  to  regard  it 
as  properly  admitted.  Such  objections  are  made  to  the  court, 
and  are  never  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  whether  they  are 
sustained  or  overruled. 

The  plaintiffs  having  introduced  the  letters-patent  described 
in  the  declaration,  the  prima  facie  presumption  is  that  they  are 
the  assignees,  and  that  the  patentee  is  the  original  and  first  in- 
ventor of  what  is  therein  described  as  his  improvement.  The 
reason  of  that  presumption  is,  that  the  letters-patent  were  issued 
by  a  public  oflScer,  acting  under  the  authority  conferred  upon 
him  by  an  act  of  Congress.  The  substance  of  the  provision  in 
that  behalf  is,  as  I  have  before  explained,  that  any  person  having 
made  an  invention  or  discovery  such  as  is  described  in  §  6  of 
the  Patent  Act,  may,  if  he  desires  to  obtain  an  exclusive  prop- 
erty therein,  "  make  application,  in  writing,  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents,  expressing  such  desire ;  and  the  Commissioner, 
on  due  proceedings  had,  may  grant  a  patent  therefor."  The 
effect  of  the  provision  is,  that  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is 
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authorized  to  determ  ne,  in  the  first  place,  whether  the  applicant 
is  entitled  to  a  pater,  tj  and  having  determined  that  question  in 
the  affirmative,  and  issued  the  patent,  the  prima  facie  presump- 
tion is,  that  he  correctly  performed  his  dutj  ;  consequently,  that 
the  patentee  is  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  his  described  im- 
provement. Such  presumption,  however,  is  not  conclusive  in  any 
case,  but  may  be  overcome  by  legal  evidence,  showing,  to  the  rea- 
sonable satisfaction  of  the  jury,  that  the  patentee  was  not  the  origi- 
nal and  first  inventor  of  the  alleged  improvement  in  point  of  fact. 

Although  the  presumption  referred  to  is  not  a  conclusive  one, 
still  it  is  sufficient  to  support  the  issue  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifib, 
unless  it  is  overcome  by  evidence  to  show  that  the  fact  is  other- 
wise ;  and  the  burden  of  proof  on  this  branch  of  the  case  is  upon 
the  defendant. 

Evidence  was  also  introduced  by  the  plaintiffs,  tending  to  sup- 
port the  allegation  of  infringement,  as  laid  in  the  declaration. 
You  have  already  been  told  that  the  burden  of  proof  on  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  novelty  of  the  invention  is  upon  the  defendant ;  but 
the  burden  of  proof  on  the  issue  of  infringement  is  upon  the  plain- 
tiffs. They  charge  infringement,  which  is  a  wrongful  act,  in  the 
nature  of  a  trespass ;  and  inasmuch  as  no  one  is  presumed  to  do 
wrong,  the  rule  is,  that  he  who  alleges  that  another  has  com- 
mitted a  wrongful  act  must  prove  it.  Granting  the  rule  to  be  lis 
stated,  the  plaintiffs  introduced  testimony  tending  to  prove  the 
allegation  of  infringement,  and  rested  their  case  in  the  opening. 

You  will  remember  that  two  defences  were  opened  by  the 
counsel  for  the  defence :  First,  that  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff 
was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement  de- 
scribed in  the  letters-patent  on  which  the  suit  is  founded; 
second,  that  the  defendant  never  infringed  the  patent,  as  alleged 
in  the  declaration.  Both  parties  agree  that  the  two  issues  men- 
tioned present  the  principal  questions  in  the  case,  and  most  of 
the  evidence  introduced  by  the  respective  parties  has  been  di- 
rected to  one  or  the  other  of  those  issues. 

In  considering  these  questions,  and  weighing  the  evidence 
bearing  upon  them  it  becomes  necessary  that  you  should  know 
what  the  invention  is,  as  described  in  the  letters-patent  on  which 
the  suit  is  founded.    The  construction  of  a  patent  is  always  a 
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question  of  law,  exclusivelj  for  the  court,  except  in  cases  where 
the  patent  contains  technical  words  or  phrases,  or  terms  of  art 
which  require  explanation  by  parole  testimony.  The  present 
case  is  one  where  the  construction  of  the  patent  is  a  question  ex- 
clusively for  the  court.  Viewing  it  in  that  light,  counsel  on  the 
one  side  and  the  other  have  been  heard  on  that  subject,  and  the 
question  has  received  our  deliberate  consideration. 

The  claim  of  the  patent  is  ^^  the  combining  with  the  process  of 
cleansing  sugar  by  centrifugal  action,  in  the  centrifugal  machine,  a 
means  or  process  of  forcing  the  cleansing  liquid  or  syrup  in  one  or 
more  fine  jets  or  streams  under  high  pressure  or  velocity  against 
the  mass  of  sugar  in  revolution,  the  whole  being  substantially 
as  above  described."  Due  weight  must  be  given  to  the  words, 
*'  the  whole  being  substantially  as  above  described,"  which  is  a 
direct  and  emphatic  reference  to  the  description  of  invention 
as  contained  in  the  specification.  Independently,  therefore,  of 
the  general  rule,  that  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  constru- 
ing the  claim  of  a  patent,  to  look  at  the  entire  patent,  including 
the  specification  and  drawings,  it  is  especially  necessary  to  do 
so  in  this  case  because  of  the  emphatic  reference  made  in  the 
claim  to  the  prior  description  of  the  invention.  As  recited  in 
the  patent,  the  invention  is  described  to  be  ^^  a  new  and  useful 
improvement  in  purifying  and  cleansing  sugar,"  and  the  introduc- 
tory sentence  of  the  specification  describes  it  as  ^^  a  new  and 
useful  invention,  having  reference  to  the  cleansing  or  bleaching 
of  sugar  " ;  and  the  patentee  states  that  it  ^^  may  also  be  applica- 
ble to  other  useful  purposes  of  like  nature."  Nothing  of  that 
kind,  however,  is  otherwise  described  in  the  specification,  and 
it  is  not  perceived  that  the  suggestion,  unaccompanied  by  any 
other  explanation,  can  have  much  weight  in  determining  the 
character  of  the  invention.  Speaking  of  the  state  of  the  art,  the 
patentee  admits  ^^  that  water  or  other  cleansing  liquid  has,  for 
the  purpose  of  cleansing  sugar,  been  gradually  poured  or  dis- 
charged upon  or  near  the  centre  or  other  suitable  parts  of  a  mass 
of  sugar  contained  in  a  centrifugal  machine,  while  the  foraminous 
vessel  of  such  machine  was  in  rapid  revolution  " ;  but  he  utterly 
repudiates  the  idea  of  making  any  claim  to  any  such  procedure. 
On  the  contrary,  he  states  that  his  invention  consifits  in  combin- 
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ing  with  that  well-known  process,  as  specified,  ^*a  process  or 
means  of  forcing  such  cleansing  liquid  in  numerous  fine  jets 
or  streams,  under  a  high  degree  of  pressure,  against  the  mass  of 
sugar  while  under  centrifugal  action  "  ;  and  he  makes  that  state- 
ment in  immediate  connection  with  the  important  declaration 
that  his  inyention  enables  him  to  use  thick  syrups  to  great  ad- 
yantage,  and  that  thick  syrups  preyent  the  melting  of  the  sugar 
crystals.  Moreover,  he  also  states  that  he  has  discovered  ^^  that 
if,  when  a  mass  of  sugar  is  in  revolution  in  a  centrifugal  machine, 
a  minute  stream  of  syrup  or  other  saccharine  matter  is  caused  to 
impinge  against  it,  the  impinging  force  of  the  stream  will  cause 
it  to  so  act  against  the  inner  or  exposed  surface  of  the  mass  as 
to  penetrate  the  same  without  melting  it,  and  also  that  the  com- 
bined forces  of  impingement  and  centrifugal  action  greatly  facili- 
tate the  cleansing  of  the  sugar."  Reference  to  the  further  state- 
ments of  the  patent,  immediately  following  the  description  of 
the  mechanism  of  his  apparatus,  will  show,  with  the  preceding 
explanations  of  the  patentee  in  respect  to  thick  syrups,  that  the 
important  results  obtained  by  his  mode  of  operation  point  to  the 
characteristic  and  most  important  features  of  the  invention. 

Mention  should  here  be  made  that  the  patentee,  in  speaking 
of  his  invention,  describes  it  as  an  apparatus ;  and  in  carrying 
it  out,  he  states  that  he  employs  it  in  connection  with  one  or 
more  centrifugal  machines,  which  he  admits  are  well  known. 
His  description  of  the  apparatus  is,  that  at  a  suitable  height  above 
the  centrifugal,  he  places  a  tight  vessel,  made  of  strong  material, 
capable  of  bearing  great  internal  pressure  ;  that  he  provides  that 
vessel  with  a  filling  pipe,  having  a  stopcock  in  it ;  and  he  also 
states  that  it  may  have  a  safety-valve  and  a  glass  tube,  arranged 
as  shown  in  the  drawing,  and  made  to  communicate  at  each  end 
with  the  interior  of  the  principal  vessel,  in  order  that  the  height 
of  the  liquid  in  the  vessel  may  be  indicated  by  the  liquid  in  the 
tube.  He  also  states  that  a  pipe  leading  from  an  air  force-pump 
may  enter  the  upper  part  of  the  above-described  vessel ;  and  that 
another  pipe,  having  a  stopcock  near  its  upper  end,  will  lead 
from  the  bottom  of  the  vessel,  and  communicate  with  a  flexible 
pipe,  arranged  over  each  of  the  centrifugal  machines.  Continu- 
ing the  description,  he  also  states  that  each  flexible  pipe  termi- 
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nates  in  a  perforated  nozzle  —  "  foraminons,"  he  says — which 
maj  be  provided  with  a  stopcock ;  and  that  there  maj  also  be 
a  stopcock  at  the  lowest  extremity  of  the  pipe,  which  proceeds 
from  the  bottom  of  the  principal  vessel. 

Brief  as  the  description  is,  it  is  neverthless  amply  sufficient,  in 
connection  with  the  model  in  the  case,  to  enable  you  to  under- 
stand the  exact  character  of  the  apparatus.  A  precise  description 
is  then  given  of  the  mode  of  operating  the  apparatus,  in  order  to 
produce  the  described  result.  The  first  step  is  to  charge  the 
reservoir  with  strong  or  thick  cleansing  liquor  or  syrup  until  it 
is  about  two  thirds  fiili  of  such  liquor.  That  is  the  first  step. 
The  next  step  is,  to  force  air  into  the  reservoir,  and  let  it  be  con- 
densed therein,  under  a  high  pressure,  varying,  however,  according 
to  the  character  of  the  sugar  to  be  cleansed  or  bleached.  When 
these  steps  are  taken,  the  apparatus  described  is  ready  for  use. 
But  the  centrifugal  machine  or  machines  must  b&  charged  with  a 
mass  of  sugar  and  be  put  in  rapid  revolution.  Nothing  then  remains 
to  be  done  but  to  open  the  proper  stopcocks,  especially  the  one 
at  the  lower  end  of  the  flexible  tube  directly  over  the  centrifugal 
machine,  and  direct  the  perforated  nozzle  of  the  same  so  as  to 
discharge  with  great  velocity  and  force  the  minute  streams  of 
cleansing  liquid  against  the  inner  surface  of  the  mass  of  sugar 
lying  against  the  inner  surface  of  the  rotary  vessel  of  the  cen- 
trifugal machine,  taking  care  to  move  the  nozzle  so  as  to  cause 
the  streams  to  be  laid  on  the  sugar  evenly. 

Doubtless,  these  suggestions  as  to  the  course  of  reasoning 
adopted  by  the  court  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  as  to  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  patent  under  consideration  might  have 
been  omitted ;  but  in  view  of  the  importance  of  the  question,  we 
have  thought  that  it  was  due  to  the  parties  to  present  these  pre- 
liminary explanations  as  to  the  nature  and  characteristics  of  the 
invention.  They  are  all  derived  from  the  patent,  and  appear  to 
be  incontrovertible. 

Repeating  the  remark,  that  the  construction  of  the  patent  in 
this  case  belongs  to  the  court,  you  are  instructed  that  the  inven- 
tion of  Gustavus  A.  Jasper  consists  in  an  apparatus  of  described 
means  for  the  purpose  of  cleansing  or  bleaching  sugar  with 
liquor,  as  set  forth  in  the  specification  of  the  letters-patent. 

The  defendant's  views  are,  that  the  invention  consists  merely 


648  APPENDIX. 

in  combining  with  the  centrifugal  machine  the  mechanical  means 
the  patentee  has  described  for  discharging,  under  high  pressure 
or  velocity,  upon  the  sugar  contained  therein,  the  cleansing  liquor 
or  syrup  mentioned  in  the  specification ;  but  it  is  not  possible 
to  give  you  that  instruction,  for  the  reason  already  explained. 
Plain  as  those  explanations  are,  however,  the  *object  is  made 
even  plainer  by  what  immediately  follows  in  the  specification. 
The  patentee  expressly  disclaims  his  invention  as  a  pressure 
liquoring  apparatus,  and  states  that  his  object  is  ^'  to  combine 
with  the  force  induced  by  the  centrifugal  machine  a  force  which 
shall  so  operate  on  the  cleansing  liquor  or  syrup  as  to  drive  it 
with  such  velocity  into  the  sugar,  while  in  revolution,  as  to 
prevent  such  sugar  from  being  melted  at  the  surface  of  impinge- 
ment." Unquestionably,  he  contemplates  the  issue  of  fine  jets 
or  streams,  because  he  states,  in  addition  to  what  has  already 
appeared,  that  by  throwing  the  cleansing  liquor  in  minute 
streams  against  the  surface  of  the  sugar,  its  tendency  to  melt 
the  crystals  is  greatly  diminished ;  and  he  adds,  in  that  connec- 
tion, that  the  smaller  the  streams  the  less  is  their  liability  to 
produce  that  effect. 

Special  mention  was  made  by  the  patentee  in  the  outset  that 
his  invention  enabled  him  to  use  thick  syrups  as  cleansing 
liquids ;  and  his  first  direction  to  the  operator  is,  that  the  reser- 
voir shall  be  two-thirds  filled  with  a  strong  or  thick  cleansing 
liquid  or  syrup ;  and  at  the  close  of  his  description  of  the  advan- 
tages of  his  invention,  he  repeats  for  the  third  time  that  his 
invention  enables  him  to  employ  very  thick  syrups  as  cleansing 
liquids,  and  thus  to  diminish  the  chance  of  melting  the  crystals 
or  particles  of  sugar  to  be  cleansed.  Cleansing  or  bleaching  the 
sugar  is  not  the  only  object  intended  to  be  accomplished  by  the 
apparatus ;  but  the  intent  and  purpose  of  accomplishing  that 
object  with  smaller  loss,  or  less  melting  of  the  crystals  of  sugar 
to  be  cleansed,  are  unmistakably  indicated  and  disclosed  in  the 
description  given  of  the  invention,  as  well  as  in  the  directions  to 
the  operator,  and  in  the  summing  up  of  the  advantages  claimed 
for  the  invention  over  previous  machines.  Detached  passages 
of  the  specification,  if  separately  considered,  might  possibly  lead 
to  a  different  conclusion.    But  the  different  parts  of  an  instra- 
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ment  must  be  compared  with  each  other,  and  the  instrument 
considered  as  a  whole ;  and  when  so  considered  it  leaves  no 
doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  court  that  the  invention  of  the  plaintiffs 
consists  in  an  apparatus  of  described  means  for  the  purpose  of 
cleansing  or  bleaching  sugar  with  liquor,  as  set  forth  in  the 
specification  of  the  patent. 

A  description  has  already  been  given  of  the  elements  of  the 
apparatus,  and  of  the  means  described  by  the  patentee  for  car- 
rying his  invention  into  effect.  Before  any  inventor  can  receive 
a  patent  for  his  invention,  he  is  required  to  deliver  a  written 
description  of  the  same,  and  of  the  manner  of  making  and  con- 
structing it,  in  such  full,  clear,  and  exact  terms  as  to  enable  any 
person  skilled  in  the  art  to  practise  the  invention.  Where  an 
invention  consists  of  a  machine,  he  must  fully  explain  the  prin- 
ciple and  the  several  modes  in  which  he  has  contemplated  the 
application  of  that  principle,  by  which  it  may  be  distinguished 
from  other  inventions.  But  he  is  not  required  to  specify  such 
well-known  substitutes  for  any  particular  element  of  his  inven- 
tion, as  any  constructor  acquainted  with  the  art  fully  understands 
is  usually  employed  as  such  substitute  for  the  accomplishment 
of  the  same  function. 

All  the  elements  of  the  invention  in  this  case  are  old,  and  the 
rule  in  such  cases,  as  before  explained,  undoubtedly  is,  that  a 
patentee  cannot  invoke  the  doctrine  of  equivalents  to  suppress 
all  other  improvements  of  the  old  machine ;  but  he  is  entitled  to 
treat  every  one  as  an  infringer  who  makes,  uses,  or  vends  his 
patented  improvement  without  any  other  change  than  the  em- 
plojrment  of  a  substitute  for  one  of  its  elements,  well  known  as 
such  at  the  date  of  his  invention,  and  which  any  constructor 
acquainted  with  the  art  will  know  how  to  employ.  The  reason 
for  the  qualification  of  the  rule  as  stated  is,  that  such  a  change 
—  that  is,  the  mere  substitution  of  a  well-known  element  for 
another,  where  it  ajipears  that  the  substituted  element  was  well 
known  as  a  usual  su  'slltute  for  the  element  left  out — is  merely 
a  formal  one,  and  nothing  better  than  a  colorable  evasion  of  the 
patent. 

The  means  for  carrying  out  the  invention  are :  first,  a  tank 
containing  the  liquor;  second,  a  suitable  pipe  or  hose  to  con- 
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yej  the  liquor  to  a  point  near  the  centrifugal  machine;  third, 
a  flexible  hose,  with  a  short  perforated  nozzle,  to  enable  the 
operator  safely  and  efficiently  to  perform  the  lequired  manipula- 
tions ;  fourth,  an  air  force-pump,  entering  the  upper  part  of  the 
tank,  and  forcing  air  into  the  same  and  condensing  it  therein, 
under  a  high  pressure,  varying  as  may  be  required  for  the  kind  of 
sugar  to  be  treated.  Such  are  the  means  described  in  the  speci- 
fication. But  it  is  undoubtedly  tine  that  the  patent  includes 
such  known  substitutes  for  the  described  means  as  were  within 
the  knowledge  of  constructors  acquainted  with  the  art,  and  well 
known  as  usual  substitutes  for  performing  the  same  purpose. 

Guided  by  these  rules  as  to  the  construction  of  the  patent,  you 
will  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  merits  of  the  controversy. 
Coming  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  your  attention  will  first 
be  directed  to  the  question  whether  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiffi 
is  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement  described 
in  the  patent,  as  expounded  by  the  court.  Whether  he  is  so  or 
not  is  a  question  of  fact  which  you  must  determine  under  the 
instructions  of  the  court,  from  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  appli- . 
cable  to  that  issue.  Attention  should  always  be  paid,  in  causes 
like  the  present,  to  the  precise  positions  which  the  respective 
parties  assume  as  serving  to  facilitate  the  investigation  ;  and  you 
will  find  it  necessary  or  convenient  to  follow  that  suggestion 
with  some  care  in  this  case,  else  there  is  great  danger  that  you 
may  be  led  into  error.  In  the  opening,  the  defendant  conceded 
that  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiffs  had  made  an  invention,  and 
that  the  sajue  was  secured  to  him  by  letters-patent,  specified  in 
the  declaration ;  but  he  denied  that  the  patent  embraced  any 
such  apparatus  as  that  which  the  defendant  employed  in  his 
sugar  refinery  during  the  period  covered  by  the  charge  of  in- 
fringement. The  closing  council  makes  the  same  denial;  but 
he  insists,  at  least,  by  the  course  of  argument,  not  in  direct 
terms,  that  if  it  shall  be  otherwise  determined,  still  the  plain- 
tiffs are  not  entitled  to  recover,  because,  as  he  contends,  the 
defendant's  apparatus,  as  used  in  his  refinery,  was  substantially 
the  same  as  that  employed  in  the  Cabot  Street  establishment  and 
that  employed  in  the  Northampton  Street  refinery ;  and  that  the 
apparatus  there  employed  was  invented  and  used  in  those  estab- 
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lishments  prior  to  the  date  of  the  invention  on  which  the  suit 
is  founded.  But  the  court  declines  to  submit  any  such  compli- 
cated issue  for  your  consideration.  Looking  at  the  pleadings, 
it  is  obvious  there  are  two  principal  issues  to  be  determined ; 
and  they  are,  as  before  explained :  first,  whether  the  assignor  of 
the  plaintiffs  is  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  his  alleged  im- 
provement ;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  defendant  has  inMnged 
the  patent.  Confine  your  attention,  in  the  first  place,  to  the 
question  of  novelty,  and  do  not  suffer  the  questions  to  be  com- 
mingled, as  the  inevitable  effect  of  that  course  of  investigation 
is  to  produce  embarrassment  and  confusion.  Persons  having 
discovered  or  invented  any  new  and  useful  art,  machine,  manu- 
facture, or  composition  of  matter,  or  any  new  and  useful  im- 
provement, or  any  art,  machine,  manufacture,  or  composition 
of  matter  not  known  or  used  by  others  before  such  discovery  or 
invention,  and  not,  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  a  patent, 
in  public  use  or  on  sale  with  their  consent  or  allowance,  are 
entitled  to  a  patent. 

The  proposition  of  the  defendant  also  is,  that  the  supposed 
invention,  described  in  the  declaration,  was  not  new  at  the 
date  of  the  letters-patent,  but  that  the  same  was  well  known 
to  various  persons  employed  in  the  establishment  of  the  Union 
Linen  Company,  at  Cabot  Street,  and  that  the  same  appara- 
tus, or  one  substantially  the  same,  was  used  prior  to  the  date 
of  Jasper's  invention  for  the  purpose  of  cleansiHg  or  bleaching 
sugar.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  establishment  at  Cabot 
Street,  or  the  principal  interest  in  it,  belonged  to  the  firm  of 
Sampson  &  Tappan.  The  theory  of  the  defendant  is,  that  the 
use  of  such  apparatus  was  commenced  at  that  establishment  the 
latter  part  of  May,  1861,  and  that  the  use  was  continued  there 
throughout  that  year,  and  until  the  proprietors  broke  up  the 
establishment  and  removed  to  Northampton  Street,  in  January 
of  the  following  year.  They  commenced  to  move  from  Cabot 
Street  to  Northampton  Street  in  December,  1861 ;  and  the  theory 
of  the  defendant  is,  that  the  same  apparatus  was  used  in  that 
sugar  refinery  as  early  as  the  latter  part  of  February  following. 
The  ground  assumed  by  the  defendant  is,  that  the  apparatus 
was  invented,  constructed,  and  put  in  operation  at  both  these 
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places  by  George  E.  Evans,  or  under  his  superintendence  and 
direction,  and  that  he  continued  to  use  it  at  the  latter  place, 
sometimes  with  water,  sometimes  with  liquor,  under  varpng 
circumstances,  as  detailed  in  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses, 
from  the  day  the  proprietors  of  that  refinery  conmienced  opera- 
tions at  that  place,  to  the  date  of  the  alleged  inyention  made  by 
the  assignor  of  the  plaiutifib,  and  to  a  much  later  period.  Par- 
ties defendant  in  a  suit  like  the  present  are  permitted  to  plead 
the  general  issue,  and  to  give  certain  special  matters  in  evidence 
of  which  notice  in  writing  may  have  been  given  to  the  plaintiff 
or  his  attorney  thirty  days  before  the  trial.  Take,  for  example, 
the  case  under  consideration.  Tlie  defendant  might  give  notice, 
in  writing,  that  he  would  offer  evidence  to  prove  that  the  as- 
signor of  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  or 
discoverer  of  the  thing  patented,  or  the  substantial  and  material 
part  thereof  claimed  as  new.  -But  the  same  section  of  the 
Patent  Act  requires,  that  whenever  the  defendant  relies  in  hia 
defence  upon  the  fact  of  the  previous  invention,  knowledge,  or 
use  of  the  thing  patented,  he  shall  state  in  his  notice  of  special 
matter  the  names  and  places  of  residence  of  those  whom  he 
intends  to  prove  to  have  possessed  the  prior  knowledge,  and 
when  and  where  the  same  had  been  used.  Both  parties  were 
desirous  of  coming  to  the  trial  of  this  case  at  the  regular  session 
held  here  in  May  last ;  but  the  cases  having  precedence  on  the 
docket  prevented  the  court  from  complying  with  their  request. 
Unable  to  grant  their  request  for  an  immediate  trial,  on  account 
of  the  near  approach  of  the  regular  session  of  the  court  in 
another  district  of  this  circuit,  the  court,  at  the  request  of  the 
parties,  assigned  the  case  as  the  first  to  be  tried  at  the  special 
session  of  the  court  to  be  held  on  the  4th  of  September,  which 
was  ordered  in  part  to  accommodate  the  parties  in  this  suit 
They  accordingly  appeared,  and  on  the  morning  of  the  day  when 
the  trial  was  to  have  been  commenced,  the  aflSdavit  of  George 
E.  Evans  was  presented  to  the  court  by  the  defendant. 

The  statement  of  the  defendant  was,  that  he  was  ready  to  go 
to  trial  if  the  plaintiffs  would  waive  the  statute  requirement  of 
thirty  days'  written  notice  of  defence ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  plain- 
iitb  declined  to  waive  this  requirement,  and  inasmuch  as  no  such 
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notice  had  been  given,  the  case  was  continued  imtil  the  present 
term,  to  enable  the  defendant  to  give  that  notice.  Such  notice 
was  afterwards  given,  and  the  witness,  George  E.  Evans,  has 
been  fully  examined  in  the  case.  His  testimony  has  been  the 
subject  of  comment  by  both  sides,  and  in  the  course  of  those 
comments  certain  material  parts  of  it  have  been  very  carefully 
reviewed.  The  argument  for  the  defendant  is,  that  this  testi- 
mony proves  that  the  apparatus  described  in  the  patent,  as  con- 
strued by  the  court,  was  invented  and  constructed  by  the  witness, 
in  the  form  of  an  operative  machine,  at  the  establishment  in 
Cabot  Street,  as  before  explained,  and  also  at  the  Northampton 
Street  sugar  refinery,  for  three  months  before  the  assignor  of  the 
plaintiffs  had  reduced  his  supposed  invention  to  practice  as  an 
operative  machine,  or  had  any  definite  knowledge  of  its  actual 
mode  of  operation.  The  views  of  the  plaintiffs  are,  that  these 
statements  of  the  witness  are  all  founded  in  error ;  that  he  never 
invented  anything  pertaining  to  the  patented  invention,  and  that 
he  never  constructed  or  used  any  such  apparatus  as  he  pretends, 
at  the  establishment  in  Cabot  Street  at  any  time,  nor  at  the 
sugar  refinery  in  Northampton  Street  until  some  time  after  the 
assignor  of  the  plaintiffs  made  the  patented  invention,  and  the 
same  has  been  successfully  reduced  to  practice  as  an  operative 
machine  at  the  establishment  of  the  Union  Sugar  Refinery,  at 
Charlestown,  in  this  district. 

Witnesses  are  presumed  to  speak  the  truth ;  but  experience 
shows  that  they  are  often  in  error,  and  that  sometimes  they  are 
false  ;  and  the  rul^  is,  that  whenever  their  truthfulness  is  called 
in  question,  the  jury  are  to  judge  of  their  credibility  under  the 
instructions  of  the  court.  Regarding  tlie  matter  in  that  light, 
the  defendant  has  called  your  attention  to  several  general 
considerations  which,  as  he  insists,  have  a  strong  tendency  to 
support  the  witness,  and  to  the  testimony  of  the  other  wit- 
nesses in  the  case  who  have  testified  to  any  material  facts  or 
circumstances  confirmatory  of  his  statement.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  plaintiffs  assail  the  truthfulness  of  the  witness,  and 
insist  that  he  is  mistaken,  or  has  sworn  falsely,  and  that  the 
witnesses  called  to  confirm  his  statements  are  mistaken  as  to 
dates;  and  that,  in  point  of  fact,  there  was  no  attempt  to 
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liquor  sugar  according  to  the  plan  of  the  patent,  until  long  subse- 
quently to  the  time  when  he  had  put  his  inyention  in  practice  at 
the  establishment  of  the  plaintiffs.  They  (the  plaintifib)  con-** 
tend  that  he  is  contradicted  by  so  many  witnesses,  and  by  such 
incontrovertible  facts  and  circumstances,  that  you  ought  not  and 
cannot  believe  his  testhnony.  When  falsehood  is  imputed  to  a 
witness,  the  question  is  always  for  the  jury  ;  and  the  rule  is,  that 
if  they  find  he  has  wilfully  sworn  falsely  as  to  a  fact  material  to 
the  issue,  they  are  at  liberty,  if  they  deem  it  proper  to  do  so,  to 
disbelieve  everything  he  has  stated  in  the  case.  The  correctness 
of  that  rule  is  admitted  by  the  defendant,  and  he  asks  that  it 
may  be  applied  to  some  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses.  In  order 
to  defend  the  witness,  George  E.  Evans,  against  the  charge  of 
falsehood,  he  (the  defendant)  makes  the  same  charge  against 
the  president  of  the  plaintiffs'  corporation,  the  patentee,  and  the 
senior  member  of  the  iSrm  of  Sampson  &  Tappan,  who  was  one 
of  the  principal  owners  of  the  two  establishments  to  which  refer- 
ence has  been  made. 

Where  there  is  a  conflict  of  testimony,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
jury  to  reconcile  it,  if  they  can  reasonably  do  so ;  but  if  they 
cannot  reasonably  reconcile  it,  and  are  obliged  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  is  false  on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  then  it  is 
their  duty  fearlessly  to  determine,  if  they  can,  where  the  truth 
lies.  Doubts  on  this  issue  must  weigh  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs, 
because  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  defendant.  Looking  at 
the  whole  evidence,  perhaps  you  will  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
there  is  reason  to  believe  that  a  valuable  ii\vention  has  been 
made  by  some  one  at  some  time,  and  it  is  not  going  too  far  to 
say,  that  the  issue  most  strenuously  contested  in  the  trial  has  been 
whether  it  was  actually  made  by  George  E.  Evans  or  the  assignor 
of  the  plaintiffs.  The  apparatus  of  William  P.  Breck  and  the 
foreign  patents  must  not  be  overlooked.  They  will  be  brought 
to  your  notice  in  due  season  ;  but  the  several  propositions  of  the 
parties  to  such  a  controversy  cannot  all  be  considered  at  the  same 
moment.  The  theory  of  the  plaintiffs  is,  that  the  invention  was 
made  by  their  assignor ;  and  one  theory  of  the  defendant  is, 
that  it  was  made  by  his  principal  witness.  Experience  shows 
that  much  light  is  often  derived  in  endeavoring  to  ascertain  the 
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truth  from  a  mass  of  testimony,  bj  looking  with  careful  scrutiny 
at  the  conduct  of  the  parties  whose  acts  are  called  in  question  or 
.are  the  subject  of  inquiry. 

The  patentee  applied  for  a  patent,  and  the  same  was  granted 
to  him ;  and  he  has  since  been  engaged,  as  he  has  testified,  in 
perfecting  the  invention.  The  date  of  the  patent  is  the  27th  of 
January,  1863,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  George  E.  Evans  set 
up  any  claim  as  the  inventor  of  the  improvement  prior  to  the 
Ist  of  September  last,  when  he  gave  his  afiidavit.  Weigh  this  cir- 
cumstance, and  give  it  such  consideration  as  you  think  it  deserves, 
bearing  in  mind  that  inventors  are  not  obliged  to  apply  for  a  patent  * 
or  to  make  known  the  result  of  their  inventions.  Inventions 
ought  not  to  be  supported  by  false  testimony,  and  letters-patent 
ought  not  to  be  broken  down  by  any  such  means.  Courts  of 
justice  are  supposed  to  be  able  to  investigate  such  an  issue  and 
ascertain  the  truth  ;  and  the  court  feel  it  to  be  their  duty  to  urge 
you  to  apply  your  best  powers  to  the  accomplishment  of  that  ob- 
ject. Examine  the  testimony  of  George  E.  Evans,  and  see  if  you 
have  any  reason,  and  if  so,  to  what  extent,  to  doubt  his  veracity, 
giving  due  weight  to  everything  adduced  in  evidence  to  confirm 
his  testimony.  Carefully  examine,  also,  the  testimony  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  establishments  where  he  was  employed,  and  of 
the  president  of  the  plaintiffs'  corporation,  and  of  the  patentee, 
and  of  all  the  other  witnesses  who  have  testified  to  facts  or  cir- 
cumstances confirmatory  of  their  statements,  and  decide  whether 
you  have  any,  and  if  any,  what  reason  to  disbelieve  what  they 
have  testified. 

The  suggestion  of  the  defendant  is,  that  the  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  for  the  plaintiffs  on  this  issue  is  merely  negative,  and 
that  the  afiirmative  statement  of  a  witness  as  to  what  he  saw  and 
heard  is  entitled  to  more  credit  than  the  negative  statement  of  an- 
other witness  that  he  did  not  see  or  hear  the  same  thing.  Unques- 
tionably, the  rule  is  so,  where  the  testimony  of  a  witness  called  to 
contradict  an  affirmative  statement  is  merely  negative ;  and  it  is  for 
your  consideration  whether  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiffs'  wit- 
nesses as  to  what  was  or  was  not  done  at  Cabot  Street  or  North- 
ampton street  is  really  negative.  The  testimony  of  the  president 
of  the  corporation  is,  tlmt  he  was  the  commission  merchant,  the 
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agent  who  furnished  the  proprietors  with  all  the  raw  material, — 
some  sugar,  some  melado,  some  molasses, — all  the  raw  material  for 
the  manufacture  of  the  sugars  made  in  those  establishments.  The 
first  stock  furnished,  as  he  states,  was  for  the  purpose  of  experi- 
ment on  the  open  pan,  which  he  particularly  describes.  Having 
authorized  the  experiment,  he  visited  the  place,  sometimes  two 
or  three  times  a  week,  and  sometimes  daily,  and  oftener,  for  the 
purpose  of  watching  the  experiment,  and  of  seeing  if  it  was  likely 
to  be  successful.  The  statements  of  the  proprietors  of  the  estab- 
lishment are,  that  they  were  there,  one  or  both  of  them,  at  the  same 
time,  and  they  substantially  concur  in  the  statements  of  the  pres- 
ident of  the  corporation.  Other  witnesses  are  called  who  had 
occasion  to  visit  the  establishment,  and  who  had  an  opportunity 
to  know  if  any  apparatus  was  used  there  as  the  defendant  as- 
sumes was  used,  and  they  all  deny  that  they  ever  saw  anything 
of  the  kind. 

Severe  criticism  is  made  by  the  defendant  upon  the  senior  part- 
ner  of  the  firm,  whose  members  were  the  principal  proprietors  of 
those  establishments.  The  witness  admits  that  he  was  mistaken 
as  to  the  date  of  the  first  attempt  of  George  E.  Evans  to  cleanse 
or  bleach  sugar  with  liquor  in  a  centrifugal  machine  ;  and  he  also 
admits,  that  while  he  was  under  that  erroneous  impression  as  to 
the  date,  he  stated  that  the  operations  of  defendant's  witness 
were  prior  to  the  alleged  invention  of  the  assignor  of  the  plain- 
tifis.  Mistakes  as  to  dates  are  of  frequent  occurrence,  even  with 
honest  witnesses,  and  where  it  satisfactorily  appears  that  it  was 
without  intentional  error,  the  fact  that  such  mistake  was  made  is 
not  entitled  to  much  weight,  as  afiecting  the  credit  of  the  witness. 
Intentional  misstatements  on  the  part  of  a  witness,  if  material 
to  the  issue,  are  as  much  perjuries  as  any  other  species  of  false 
swearing.  Examine  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  in  view  of 
this  explanation,  and  determine  for  yourselves  whether  the  con- 
tradictory statements  of  the  witness  do  really  afiect  his  credit. 

Certain  other  testimony  is  introduced  by  the  defendant  to 
prove  what  he  stated  to  the  defendant,  and  to  some  one  or  more 
of  the  party  who  accompanied  him  in  the  visit  to  the  counting- 
room  of  the  witness,  subsequent  to  the  special  session  of  this 
court  on  the  4th  of  September  last.    Those  contradictions  are 
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Id  evidence,  and  are  tor  yoor  consideration.  Such  contradic- 
tions do  not  tend  to  prove  the  disputed  fact,  and  are  only  ad- 
mitted as  affecting  the  credit  of  the  witness ;  and  you  should 
keep  in  mind  his  explanation,  that  he  did  not  hear  the  affidavit 
read,  tod  that  he  was  still  in  error  as  to  the  date  of  the  experi- 
ment made  by  the  witness  for  the  defendant.  Subsequently,  as 
he  states,  he  examined  certain  letters,  written  by  himself  at  that 
time,  and  saw  the  bill  of  the  first  sugar  —  of  the  26th  of  Au- 
gust—  purchased  for  the  making  of  liquor,  and  became  fully 
convinced  that  he  was  in  error  as  to  the  date.  Plainly,  these 
explanations  ought  to  have  weight,  in  connection  with  the  con- 
tradictory evidence,  and  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  or  not  they 
are  satisfactory.  Consider  for  a  moment  what  the  mistake  was 
which  he  affirms  he  made,  and  perhaps  it  will  aid  you  in  coming 
to  a  right  conclusion.  According  to  his  testimony,  ho  made  no 
mistake  as  to  anything  which  occurred  at  Cabot  Street,  because 
he  still  affirms,  in  the  most  positive  terms,  that  he  has  no  knowl- 
edge of  any  such  experiments  being  made  there  as  are  described 
in  the  testimony  of  the  principal  witness  of  the  defendants.  His 
mistake,  as  he  states,  was  as  to  what  occurred  in  Northampton 
Street,  in  the  experiments  made  there  with  the  sugars  purchased 
and  sent  there  for  that  purpose  by  Mr.  Holden,  or  the  president 
of  the  plaintiffs'  corporation.  The  plaintiffs  admit  that  such  ex- 
periments were  made  at  that  refinery,  and  one  of  the  questions 
in  controversy  between  the  parties  is,  when  they  were  made. 
The  error  of  the  witness,  as  he  states,  was  as  to  that  date,  and 
his  testimony  now  is,  that  it  was  subsequent  to  the  invention 
described  in  the  declaration.  The  patentee  states  that  he  com- 
menced his  operations  for  starting  a  sugar  refinery  in  Charlestown 
in  April,  1862,  and  gives  a  detailed  statement  of  the  various  ex- 
periments which  he  made  before  he  arrived  at  the  patented  result* 
The  repetition  of  these  experiments  is  unnecessary,  as  they  have 
been  the  subject  of  comment  on  both  sides. 

The  first  experiments  were  made  with  a  barrel  of  sugar  which 
he  obtained  from  the  Elast  Boston  house,  and  on  the  8th  of  May, 
1862,  he  procured  another  barrel  of  sugar  from  the  same  place 
for  a  similar  purpose.  His  idea  was,  as  he  states,  at  tliat  time,  to 
run  the  sugar  through  the  centrifugal  machine,  and  after  the  syrup 
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was  thrown  out,  to  remove  the  mass  of  sugar  from  the  machine, 
mix  it  with  white  liquor,  and  then  run  it  through  the  machine 
for  the  purpose  of  cleansing  or  bleaching  it ;  but  while  the  prod- 
uct was  goody  he  found  he  must  use  too  much  liquor  to  allow 
any  considerable  profit.    Experiments  were  shortly  after  made, 
he  says,  with  a  barrel  filled  with  white  liquor,  but  the  first  result 
was  not  satisfactory.    Further  experiments  were  made  by  the 
witness  on  the  4th  of  August,  1862,  with  the  barrel  and  white 
liquor,  first  placing  the  barrel  on  the  next  floor  aboye  the  base- 
ment, and  afterwards  on  the  third  floor.    The  result  was  satis- 
factory, and  he  then  gave  orders  for  the  pipe  or  hose ;  workmen 
commenced  putting  up  the  pipe  on  that  day,  and  the  apparatus 
was  completed,  as  the  witness  states,  in  about  ten  days,  so 
that  he  conmienced  using  it  on  the  18th  of  August  of  the  same 
year.    On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  denies  that  the  patentee 
ever  made  any  such  experiments  with  the  barrel  and  white 
liquor  as  he  has  described  in  his  testimony,  and  has  called  sev- 
eral witnesses  employed  in  the  establishment,  who  testify  that 
they  were  at  work  there  at  the  time,  and  never  saw  anything  of 
the  kind.    The  president  of  the  corporation  testifies  that  he  was 
present  and  saw  the  experiments  made,  and  witnessed  the  results; 
that  they  used  that  apparatus  for  some  three  months  without 
much  change,  except  that  the  patentee  purchased  these  sprink- 
lers with  many  perforations,  and  used  them  in  the  place  of  the 
sprinkler  with  one  perforation,  as  the  apparatus  was  at  first  con- 
structed.    Several  other  changes  were  subsequently  made  in  the 
apparatus,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  describe  them,  as  they  have 
been  the  subject  of  comment  at  the  bar. 

As  already  explained,  the  patent  having  been  introduced  in 
evidence,  affords  2l  prima  facie  presumption  that  the  patentee  is 
the  original  and  first  inventor  of  what  is  therein  described  as  his 
improvement.  But  that  presumption,  in  the  absence  of  the  origi- 
nal application,  extends  no  further  back  than  the  date  of  the 
patent,  and  consequently  where  the  patentee,  or  those  claiming 
under  him,  allege  that  the  invention  was  actually  made  at  a  time 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  patent,  the  burden  is  upon  the  party  mak- 
ing the  allegation  to  prove  the  prior  date.  The  allegation  of  the 
defendant  is,  that  the  assignor  of  the  plaintifi*s  never  made  such 
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an  inyention  as  is  claimed  in  the  present  suit ;  but  if  you  believe 
the  patentee  and  the  president  of  the  plaintiffs'  corporation,  and 
find  that  he  did  make  the  invention,  jou  will  probably  find  no 
great  difficulty  in  determining  from  the  evidence  when  the  inven- 
tion was  made.  The  theory  of  the  plaintifib  is,  that  it  was  made 
at  least  as  early  as  the  11th  of  August,  1862  ;  and  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  be  controverted  by  the  defendant,  that  if  the  patentee  is 
to  be  believed,  it  was  made  about  that  time.  Assuming  it  to  be 
so,  then  you  will  perceive  it  was  before  any  such  apparatus  was 
used  at  the  Northampton  Street  refinery,  as  testified  by  the 
plaintifis'  witnesses,  but  after  it  was  used  both  at  the  Cabot 
Street  establishment  and  at  the  Northampton  Street  refinery,  as. 
testified  by  George  E.  Evans  and  the  several  witnesses  called  to 
confirm  his  evidence. 

Reliance  is  also  placed  upon  the  testimony  of  William  P. 
Breck,  as  showing  that  an  apparatus  was  used  by  him  like  that 
described  in  the  patent,  several  months  prior  to  the  invention  in 
controversy.  The  construction  of  the  patent  has  been  given  by 
the  court,  and  in  determining  what  the  invention  is  you  will  look 
at  the  patent,  as  expounded  by  the  court,  and  follow  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  court  upon  that  subject.  Considering  that  the 
model  of  the  Breck  apparatus  is  before  you,  and  has  been 
the  subject  of  extended  comment  on  both  sides,  it  docs  ^  not 
seem  to  be  necessary  to  enter  into  any  detailed  explanation  of 
the  machinery.  A  patented  improvement,  consisting  of  old  ele- 
ments, cannot  be  proved  to  be  invalid  by  showing  some  one  of 
the  elements  in  some  prior  machine,  and  another  in  another 
prior  machine,  until  it  is  shown  that  all  the  elements  which  con- 
stitute the  improvement  were  in  prior  use,  because  the  theory  of 
such  a  patent  is,  that  the  elements  are  old,  and  the  invention 
consists  in  a  new  combination,  whereby  a  new  and  useful  result 
is  obtained. 

Seven  or  eight  foreign  patents  are  also  introduced  for  the  de- 
fence, as  tending  to  show  that  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiffs  was 
not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  his  improvement,  but  only 
two  of  them  were  brought  to  your  attention  in  the  closing  argu- 
ment. Proof  of  the  previous  invention,  knowledge  or  use  of  the 
thing  patented,  is  a  good  defence  against  a  charge  of  infiingement, 
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under  the  conditions  specified  in  tfae  Patent  Act.  The  15th  sec- 
tion, among  other  things,  provides,  ^  that,  whenever  it  shall  satis- 
factorilj  appear  that  a  patentee,  at  the  time  of  making  his  appli- 
cation for  a  patent,  believed  himself  to  be  the  first  inventor  or 
discoverer  of  the  thing  patented,  the  same  shall  not  be  held  to  be 
void  on  account  of  the  invention  or  discovery,  or  any  part  there- 
of, having  been  before  known  or  nsed  in  any  foreign  country,  it 
not  appearing  that  the  same,  or  any  substantial  part  thereof,  had 
before  been  patented  or  described  in  any  printed  publication." 
Where  there  is  no  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  presumption  is, 
that  the  patentee,  at  the  time  of  making  his  application,  believed 
himself  to  be  the  first  inventor  or  discoverer  of  the  thing  pat- 
ented. The  defence  set  up  is  that  the  invention  in  controversy 
had  before  been  patented  in  a  foreign  country  ;  and  it  can  only 
be  established  by  evidence  that  the  invention,  or  some  substan- 
tial part  thereof,  had  before  been  patented  in  some  foreign  coun- 
try, as  alleged. 

Under  this  notice  of  special  matter,  the  defendant  introduced 
the  two  patents  to  which  your  attention  was  called  in  the  argument, 
each  as  covering  the  thing  patented :  First,  the  patent  of  John 
G Wynne.  Referring  to  the  specification  of  the  patent,  you  will 
observe  that  it  contains  some  thirty  claims  ;  but  it  will  be  only 
necessary  to  notice  the  14th  and  16th,  as  they  are  the  only  ones 
relied  upon  by  the  defendant.  Of  these,  the  first  (the  14th) 
consists  of  '^  the  combination,  in  one  machine  or  apparatus,  of 
the  process  of  separation  of  crystals  from  their  syrup  or  mother 
liquor,  and  the  washing  and  drying  the  same,''  as  described  in 
the  specification.  The  remaining  claim  is  for  "  the  system  or 
mode  of  washing  or  cleansing  the  crystals,  or  other  solid  matters 
treated  in  centrifugal  machines,  as  hereinbefore  described.'*  The 
elements  of  the  apparatus  are  described  in  the  specification,  but 
inasmuch  as  the  model  is  before  you,  it  does  not  seem  to  be 
necessary  to  reproduce  them  in  the  summing  up.  The  patent  of 
De  Costa,  of  the  12th  of  December,  1864,  which  is  a  foreign 
patent,  was  also  introduced.  Three  claims  of  the  patent  were 
adverted  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant.  They  are  the  4th, 
6th,  and  7th,  as  given  in  the  translation  introduced  in  evidence. 
The  4th  claim  is  for  "  the  various  means  and  methods  for  intro- 
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ducing  the  liquor  from  below,  either  by  two  concentric  tubes  or 
by  a  single  tube  through  holes  of  all  sorts  of  shapes,  spirally  or 
obliquely  placed  at  various  points,  and  particularly  at  the  upper 
part  of  the  central  shaft."  The  5th  claim  is  for  ^^  the  new 
method  of  crystallizing,  moulding,  and  liquoring  eyery  shape  of 
sugar-loaves  tliat  have  a  hole  through  the  middle,  and  that  are 
liquored  by  centrifugal  force,  according  to  the  method  indicated  " 
in  the  specification.  The  7th  claim  is  for  ^^  the  use  of  the  pump 
described,  of  whatever  form,  dimension,  or  material." 

A  repetition  of  the  description  of  the  elements  of  the  appara- 
tus would  be  of  little  aid  to  you  in  your  investigation,  as  the 
model  is  in  the  case  and  has  been  the  subject  of  careful  comment 
at  the  bar ;  one  of  the  experts,  in  speaking  of  the  apparatus,  says 
that  the  means  which  the  patentee  clearly  contemplated,  as  far 
as  he  could  judge,  was  to  give  a  cover  to  the  centrifugal,  so  as 
to  enclose  it,  and  keep  its  contents  inside  of  it  securely,  and  to 
assist  in  keeping  the  machine  from  trembling,  by  furnishing  an- 
other bearing  to  the  shaft.  The  machine  being  covered,  he  fur- 
ther infers  that  the  operator  cannot  get  at  the  inside  to  act  upon 
anything  within  it,  while  it  is  in  motion ;  and  his  opinion  was, 
that  the  machine  was  designed  to  wash  whatever  was  put  into  it, 
whether  beet  pulp  or  anything  else ;  and  that,  in  order  to  get  the 
washing  fluid  into  it,  the  inventor  intended  to  get  it  up  by  means 
of  a  pipe  through  the  body  of  the  machine,  and  discharge  the 
fluid  through  perforations  in  the  pipe  inside.  Working  in  that 
way,  it  is  his  opinion  that  it  could  not  produce  the  operation  of 
the  invention  in  controversy,  —  first,  because  there  is  no  indi-^ 
cation  that  pressure  is  to  be  used ;  second,  because  there  is  no 
provision  by  which  the  nozzle  can  be  held  close  up  to  the  mass 
to  be  cleansed,  so  that  the  streams  can  be  discharged  distinctly 
and  with  force  upon  the  material  to  be  treated ;  and  third,  be- 
cause there  is  no  provision  whatever  by  which  the  liquor  can 
be  applied  equally  over  the  mass,  or  in  any  manner,  under  the 
direction  of  the  operator.  Recommending  these  suggestions  to 
your  careful  examination,  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  more,  except 
to  remark  that  we  think  you  ought  not  to  come  hastily  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  patented  improvement  in  this  case  is  super- 
seded by  either  of  these  foreign  patents. 
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The  jury  have  a  right  to  adopt  such  order  of  inquiry  as  they 
see  fit ;  but  it  is  suggested  as  a  convenient  order  that  you  inquire 
and  determine,  in  the  first  place,  whether  G^rge  E.  Evans  in- 
vented, constructed,  and  used  such  an  apparatus  as  is  described 
in  his  testimony,  either  at  the  establishment  in  Cabot  Street 
or  at  the  sugar  refinery  at  Northampton  Street,  before  the  date 
of  the  invention  of  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiflb.  Such  order  of 
investigation  would  be  convenient,  because,  if  you  find  that  he 
did  not,  then  you  need  not  proceed  any  further  in  that  inquiry, 
so  far  as  what  he  did  is  concerned.  But  if  you  find  he  did 
construct  and  use  the  apparatus  described  in  his  testimony,  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  patented  invention,  you  will  then  proceed  to 
inquire  whether  he  reduced  it  to  practice  as  an  operative  ma- 
chine. 

Courts  of  justice  have  established  the  rule,  that  crude  and  im- 
perfect experiments,  equivocal  in  their  results,  and  then  aban- 
doned and  given  up,  shall  not  be  permitted  to  prevail  against  an 
original  inventor  who  has  perfected  his  improvement  and  ob- 
tained his  patent.  The  settled  rule  is,  that  it  is  not  enough  to 
defeat  a  patent  to  show  that  another  conceived  the  possibility  of 
efiecting  what  the  patentee  has  accomplished,  unless  it  also  ap- 
pears that  he  reduced  what  he  conceived  to  practice  in  the  fonn 
of  an  operative  machine.  To  constitute  a  prior  invention,  he 
who  is  alleged  to  have  produced  it  must  have  proceeded  so  far  as 
to  have  reduced  his  idea  to  practice,  and  embodied  it  in  some 
distinct  form.  Consequently,  you  are  instructed,  that  if  what 
you  find  to  have  been  done  by  any  one  before  the  date  of  the 
patented  invention,  as  established  by  the  evidence,  did  not 
amount  to  a  successful  reduction  to  practice  of  the  mode  of 
operation  described  and  claimed  in  the  patent  for  cleansing  or 
bleaching  sugar,  then  such  acts  of  experiment  do  not  have  the 
efiect  to  invalidate  the  patent.  Covemed  by  these  instructions, 
if  you  find  that  what  was  done  by  €^i^  E.  Evans  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  patented  invention  in  the  manufacture  of  sugar, 
did  not  amount  to  a  successful  reduction  to  practice  of  tibe 
mode  of  operation  described  and  claimed  in  the  patent  for  the 
cleansing  or  bleaching  of  sugar,  then  you  need  not  proceed  any 
further  in  the  examination  of  the  evidence  in  this  branch  of  the 
case,  as  it  is  dear  his  experiments  afford  no  defence. 
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Belieying  that  in  any  view  you  may  take  of  the  evidence,  you 
will  find  it  necessary  to  compare  the  Jasper  apparatus,  as  de- 
scribed in  the  patent  and  expounded  by  the  court,  with  the 
apparatus  which  George  E.  Evans  testified  he  constructed  at 
Cabot  Street  and  at  Northampton  Street,  and  perhaps  with  the 
apparatus  of  William  P.  Breck,  and  those  described  in  the  two 
foreign  patents  to  which  your  attention  has  been  called,  we  will 
next  proceed  to  give  you  the  necessary  instructions  applicable  to 
such  inquiry. 

Proceeding  to  such  inquiry,  you  are  instructed  that  whether 
the  apparatus  described  by  George  E.  Evans  in  his*  testimony,  or 
that  described  by  William  P.  Breck,  if  you  find  that  he  employed 
it,  or  either  of  those  described  in  the  foreign  patents,  is  substan- 
tially the  same  as  the  patented  invention,  as  expounded  by  the 
court,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  you  to  determine,  under  the  in- 
structions of  the  court.  In  determining  that  question,  you  are 
not  to  determine  about  similarities  or  difierences  merely  by  the 
names  of  things ;  you  are  to  look  at  the  machines  and  their  sev- 
eral devices  and  elements  in  the  light  of  what  they  do,  or  what 
office  or  function  they  perform,  and  how  they  perform  it ;  and  to 
find  that  a  thing  is  substantially  the  same  as  another  if  it  per- 
forms substantially  the  same  function  or  office  in  substantially 
the  same  way,  to  attain  substantially  the  same  result ;  and  that 
the  things  are  substantially  different  when  they  perform  different 
duties  in  substantially  a  different  way,  or  produce  a  substantially 
different  result. 

For  the  same  reasons  you  are  not  to  judge  about  similarities 
or  differences  merely  becaiise  things  are  apparently  the  same  or 
apparently  different,  in  shape  or  form ;  but  the  true  test  of  simi- 
larity or  difference  in  making  the  comparison  is  the  same  in 
regard  to  shape  or  form  as  in  regard  to  name,  and  in  both  cases 
you  must  look  at  the  mode  of  operation,  —  the  way  that  the 
parts  work,  and  at  the  result,  as  well  as  at  the  means  by  which 
the  result  is  attained.  In  all  your  inquiries  about  the  mode  of 
operation  of  other  machines,  you  are  to  inquire  about  and  con- 
sider more  particularly  those  portions  of  the  particular  part  or 
element  which  really  do  the  work,  so  as  not  to  attach  too  much 
importance  tq  the  other  portions  of  the  same  part  which  are  only 
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used  as  a  conTenient  method  of  constrncting  the  entire  part  or 
device.  You  will  regard  a  well-known  substantial  equiralent  of 
a  thing  as  being  the  same  as  the  thing  itself;  so  that,  if  two  ma- 
chines, haying  the  same  mode  of  operation,  do  the  same  work,  in 
substantially  the  same  way,  and  accomplish  the  same  result,  they 
are  the  same.  And  so,  also,  if  the  parts  of  two  machines,  having 
the  same  mode  of  operation,  do  the^  same  work,  in  substantially 
the  same  way,  and  accomplish  substantially  the  same  result, 
those  parts  are  the  same,  although  .they  may  difS^  in  name, 
form,  or  shape.  But  in  both  cases,  if  the  two  things  perform  a 
different  work,  or  in  a  way  substantially  dififerent,  or  do  not  ac- 
complish the  same  result,  then  they  are  substantially  different. 

Applying  to  the  case  the  seTend  instraetions  ^yen  bj  the 
court,  you  will  inquire  and  determine  whether  the  assignor  of 
the  plaintiffs  is  or  is  not  the  original  and  first  inventor  of  the 
invention  described  in  the  patent,  as  expounded  by  the  court 
Should  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  he  is  not  the  original  and 
first  inventor  of  the  improvement,  then  you  need  not  proceed  any 
further,  but  your  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant.  But  if  you 
find  that  he  was  the  original  or  first  inventor  of  the  improvement, 
as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  then  you  will  proceed  to  consider 
the  issue  of  infringement. 

The  charge  of  infringement  is  made  by  the  plaintiflb,  and 
the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  them  to  prove  the  allegation  to  your 
reasonable  satisfaction.  But  in  considering  that  question,  you 
will  assume,  if  you  have  previously  so  found,  that  the  assignor  of 
the  plaintiffs  is  the  original  uid  first  inventor  of  the  improve- 
ment described  in  the  patent,  as  expounded  by  the  court.  Coun- 
sel sometimes  strive,  in  the  trial  of  a  cause,  to  blend  the  questions 
of  infringement  and  novelty  tc^ether,  as  joindy  and  interchange- 
ably involved  in  every  phase  of  a  lawsuit  for  the  infringement 
of  a  patent.  Undoubtedly,  they  involve  the  same  consideratioDS, 
but  each  also  involves  several  considerations  not  involved  in  ttie 
other.  The  burden  of  proof  in  one  case  is  upon  the  plaintiffii ; 
the  burden  of  proof  in  the  other  is  upon  the  defendant ;  and  the 
evidence  required  to  support  one  and  the  other  is  very  difierent 
Whether  the  apparatus  used  by  the  defendant  during  the  period 
covered  by  the  declaration,  infringes  the  inventioiv  made  by  the 
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assignor  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  same  is  expounded  by  the  court, 
is  a  question  of  fact  for  your  determination,  from  all  the  evidence 
in  the  case,  under  the  instructions  of  the  court.  The  material 
facts  on  this  branch  of  the  case  lie  in  a  narrow  compass.  The 
declaration  alleges  that  the  infringement  commenced,  as  before 
stated,  on  the  2d  of  November,  1868,  and  continued  from  that 
day  to  the  16th  of  January  following,  which  is  the  date  of 
the  writ.  The  defendant  concedes  that  he  constructed  and 
used,  or  caused  to  be  constructed  and  used,  in  his  sugar  re- 
finery, an  apparatus  such  as  is  represented  in  the  model  in- 
troduced into  the  case;  and,  substantially,  the  testimony  of 
Alexander  A.  Sanborn,  called  by  the  plaintiffs,  is  that  the 
defendant  desired  him  to  put  up  a  liquoring  apparatus  for  him, 
to  be  used  for  liquoring  with  white  sugar,  the  same  as  he  had 
previously  put  up  for  the  inventor  while  in  his  employment. 
The  witness  stated  that  it  was  fitted  up  accordingly;  that  he 
did  a  part  of  the  work,  and  that  the  rest  was  done  by  other 
workmen,  under  his  direction ;  that  they  placed  the  tank  for  the 
liquor  on  the  fourth  floor  above  the  machine,  giving  thirty-two  or 
thirty-five  feet  height  of  column  as  means  for  causing  pressure  at 
the  nozzle.  Instructions  have  already  been  given  you  on  another 
branch  of  tiie  case,  presenting  certain  general  rules  of  law  by  which 
you  are  to  be  governed  in  comparing  one  machine  or  device  with 
another,  to  enable  you  to  determine  whether,  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, the  two  machines  are  substantially  the  same  or  different ; 
and  those  instructions  are  equally  applicable  to  the  present  ques- 
tion with  reference  to  the  pressure  apparatus  of  the  defendant ; 
but,  considering  the  nature  of  the  inquiry,  we  think  it  necessary  to 
give  you  more  specific  instructions  by  which  you  will  be  governed 
in  applying  those  general  rules  of  law  to  the  question  under  con- 
sideration. In  examining  that  question,  you  will  find  it  neces- 
sary to  keep  constantly  in  view  the  instructions  of  the  court  as 
to  the  construction  of  the  patent  on  which  the  suit  is  founded, 
else  you  will  be  linl.b  at  every  step  to  fall  into  error.  By  the 
true  construction  of  the  patent,  the  invention  consists  of  an  ap- 
paratus of  described  means  for  the  purpose  of  cleansing  or 
bleaching  sugar  with  liquor,  as  set  forth  in  the  specification. 
What  those  means  are,  the  instructions  already  given  will  enable 
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jou  to  understand  with  clearness  and  certainty ;  and  if  the  de- 
fendant in  his  machine  used,  during  the  period  covered  by  the 
charge  of  infringement,  substantially  the  same  means,  operating 
substantially  in  the  same  way,  and  accomplishing  substantially 
the  same  result,  then  you  are  instructed  that  the  defendant's 
machine  infringes  the  patent  on  which  the  suit  is  founded ;  and 
if  you  also  find  that  the  assignor  of  the  plaintifib  was  the  original 
and  first  inventor  of  the  improvement,  then  your  verdict  will  be 
for  the  plaintiiBfs.  But  if  you  find  that  the  defendant  in  his  ma- 
chine  used  during  that  period  substantially  difiFerent  means,  or 
that  the  means  so  employed  did  substantially  different  work,  and 
in  a  mode  of  operation  substantially  different,  then  you  are  in- 
structed that  the  defendant's  machine  or  apparatus  does  not 
infringe  the  patent  described  in  the  declaration,  and  your  verdict 
will  be  for  the  defendant. 

The  patent  declared  on  is  not  for  the  result,  but  for  the  means, 
as  substantially  described  in  the  specification,  for  accomplishing 
that  result.  The  defendant  is  right  also,  in  the  proposition  that 
the  claim  of  the  patent  is  not  for  every  means  of  cleansing  or 
bleaching  sugar  with  liquor,  but  only  for  the  means  the  patentee 
has  substantially  described  in  his  specification  for  accomplishing 
that  result.  Lest  any  mistake,  however,  should  arise,  we  repeat 
that  the  patentee  cannot  invoke  the  doctrine  of  equivalents  to 
suppress  all  other  improvements  of  the  old  apparatus  or  machine, 
but  he  is  entitled  to  treat  every  one  as  an  infringer  who  makes, 
uses,  or  vends  his  patented  machine,  without  any  other  change 
than  a  common  substitution  for  one  of  its  elements,  well  known 
as  such,  and  which  any  constructor,  without  any  more  experi- 
ment, or  resortiiig  to  invention,  knew  how  to  employ.  Pursuant 
to  that  qualification  of  the  general  rule,  as  explained,  you  are  in- 
structed, that  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  means  of 
causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  used  by  the  defendant  were,  at  tiie 
date  of  the  invention  and  of  the  patent,  commonly  known  to  be  a 
substitute  for  the  means  of  causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  which  are 
particularly  described  in  the  specification,  and  that,  consequently, 
those  skilled  in  the  art  to  which  the  invention  appertains,  or  with 
which  it  is  most  nearly  connected,  could,  by  the  use  only  of  the 
knowledge  which  they  had  as  constructors^  substitute  the  mode  of 
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producing  such  pressure  practised  by  the  defendant  for  the  mode 
particularly  described  in  the  specification,  and  that,  when  thus 
substituted,  it  was  capable  of  performing,  and  would  perform,  sub- 
stantially the  same  mode  of  operation  as  the  mode  of  operation 
described  in  the  patent,  then  the  defendant  cannot  successfully 
defend  himself  against  a  charge  of  infringement,  merely  by  em- 
plojring  this  substituted  mode  of  producing  pressure.  Whether 
the  means  of  causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  used  by  the  defend- 
ant were,  at  the  date  of  the  invention  and  of  the  patent,  com- 
monly known  to  be  a  substitute  for  the  means  of  causing  pressure 
at  the  nozzle  which  are  particularly  described  in  the  specification, 
is  a  question  of  fact  for  you  to  determine,  from  all  the  evidence 
in  the  case.  Should  you  find  that  the  defendant's  means  of 
causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  were,  at  the  time  supposed,  com- 
monly known  to  be  a  substitute  for  the  means  of  causing  pressure 
at  the  nozzle  which  are  particularly  described  in  the  specification 
under  consideration,  you  will  then  inquire  whether  those  skilled 
in  the  art  to  which  the  invention  appertains,  or  with  which  it  is 
most  nearly  connected,  could,  by  the  use  only  of  the  knowledge 
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which  they  had  as  constructors,  make  the  proposed  substitution ; 
and  if  you  also  answer  that  inquiry  in  the  affirmative,  you  will 
then  proceed  to  the  remaining  inquiry  of  fact  involved  in  the  in- 
structions to  which  the  two  preceding  relate.  The  remaining 
inquiry  involved  in  that  instruction  is,  whether  the  substantial 
means  or  mode  of  producing  pressure,  when  thus  substituted  as 
proposed,  is  capable  of  performing,  and  will  perform,  the  same 
function  in  the  same  mode  of  operation,  as  the  mode  of  pro- 
ducing pressure  particularly  described  in  the  specification  of  the 
patent ;  and  if  you  answer  this  inquiry  in  the  affirmative,  as  well 
at. the  two  others  preceding  it,  then  you  are  warranted  in  find- 
ing that  the  difference  in  the  means  of  causing  pressure  at  the 
nozzle  in  the  two  machines,  as  compared  with  each  other,  is  a 
mere  formal  one,  and  that  the  difference  in  that  respect  is  not 
such  as  of  itself,  without  more,  will  enable  the  defendant  success- 
fully to  defend  himself  against  the  charge  of  infringement. 

Carrying  out  the  views  of  the  court  expressed  in  construing 
the  patent,  you  are  instructed  that  the  patent  is  not  limited  to 
any  arbitrary  mathematical  amoimt  of  pressure,  but  that  it  calls 
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for  and  contemplates  such  a  degree  of  pressure  as  is  capable  and 
sufficient  to  effect  substantially  the  described  object  of  the  pat- 
entee,  to  drive  the  cleansing  liquor  or  syrup  with  such  velocity 
into  the  sugar,  while  in  revolution,  as  to  prevent  such  sugar  from 
being  melted  at  the  surface  of  impingement ;  and  if  the  apparar 
tus,  as  constructed  and  used  by  the  defendant,  was  capable  of 
exerting  and  would  exert  this  degree  of  force  in  substantially 
the  same  way,  his  apparatus,  in  this  particular,  was  within  the 
patent. 

Adopting  these  instructions  as  the  law  of  the  case  upon  the 
subjects  to  which  they  relate,  you  will  examine  the  whole  evi- 
dence upon  the  question  of  infringement,  and  determine  whether 
the  apparatus  of  the  defendant,  as  used  by  him  during  the  period 
covered  by  the  declaration,  infringes  the  patented  invention,  as 
the  patent  has  been  expounded  by  the  court.  If  you  find  that 
the  apparatus  of  the  defendant,  as  used  as  aforesaid,  does  not 
infringe  the  patented  invention,  as  expounded  by  the  court,  your 
verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant ;  if  you  find  it  does  infringe 
the  patent  as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  then  your  verdict  should 
be  for  the  plaintiff,  and  you  will  proceed  to  the  question  of 
damages. 

Suffice  it  to  say,  upon  the  subject  of  damages,  that  if  you  find 
for  the  plaintiffs,  they  do  not  claim  more  than  nominal  damages, 
as  the  main  purpose  of  the  suit  is  to  establish  the  validity  of  the 
patent.  Your  verdict,  if  for  the  defendant,  will  be  that  he  is 
not  guilty ;  if  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  defendant  is  guilty,  and 
you  may  assess  damages  in  the  sum  of  one  dollar,  which  is  the 
more  usual  sum  in  this  court  where  the  verdict  is  for  nominal 
damages.  Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  we  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  remark  further  upon  the  subject,  except  to  say 
that  in  general  the  claim  for  damages  in  cases  of  this  description 
is  no  test  of  the  importance  of  the  controversy.  Parties  coming 
into  this  court,  as  in  all  other  similar  tribunals,  have  a  right  to 
expect  that  justice  will  be  administered  according  to  the  law  and 
the  evidence,  and  it  is  the  duty  both  of  the  court  and  the  jury 
to  fulfil  their  just  expectations  in  that  behalf. 

The  jury  then  retired  for  deliberation,  and  remained  out 
until  the  next  morning. 
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Tuesday,  November  14, 

The  court  came  in  at  ten  o'clock,  and,  by  direction  of  the  pre- 
siding justice,  the  jury  were  summoned  to  the  room.  When 
they  had  taken  their  seats.  Judge  Clifford  said :  — 

Gentlemen  op  the  Jury,  —  One  member  of  the  court  received 
a  note  from  your  foreman  this  morning,  which  was  very  properly 
framed,  but  yet  the  question  put  was  one  which,  in  the  view  of 
the  presiding  justice,  could  not  be  answered  either  way  without 
danger  of  misleading  you.  In  other  words,  it  required  an  expla- 
nation which  the  presiding  justice  thought,  inasmuch  as  the 
court  had  adjourned,  and  his  associate  justice  was  not  present, 
he  did  not  possess  the  authority  to  make.  Hence  he  found  it 
necessary  to  request  you  to  remain  in  session.  It  would  have 
afforded  me  the  greatest  pleasure  to  have  relieved  you,  if  I 
had  thought  I  could  properly  do  so.  I  may  express  the  opinion 
here,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  every  one  of  you  will  concur  in 
that  view,  that  it  is  better  that  the  members  of  the  court,  and 
even  the  jury,  should  suffer  considerable  inconvenience,  than 
that  the  slightest  irregularity  should  be  introduced  into  the  pro- 
ceedings of  this  court.  They  have  gone  along  since  the  com- 
mencement of  the  government  until  the  present  time  without 
irregularities,  and  it  is  very  desirable  that  that  course  should  con- 
tinue. In  view  of  these  circumstances  I  felt  constrained  to  return 
the  answer  that  the  presiding  justice  could  not  answer  the  ques- 
tion directly,  without  explanation,  and  that  he  did  not  feel  at 
liberty  to  give  this  explanation  in  the  absence  of  his  associate, 
inasmuch  as  the  court  had  adjourned. 

Two  passages  from  the  charge  already  delivered  to  you,  care- 
fully noted  and  understood,  will  afford  you  the  necessary  expla- 
nation upon  the  matter  of  inquiry,  and  it  will  afford  you  as 
specific  an  answer  as  it  seems  to  be  competent  for  the  court  to 
give,  because  the  matter  of  inquiry  is  a  mixed  question  of  law 
and  fact.  Hence  the  reason  why  a  direct  answer  could  not 
safely  be  given,  lest  it  should  mislead. 

'^  Lest  any  mistake  should  arise,  we  repeat  that  the  patentee 
cannot  invoke  the  doctrine  of  equivalents  to  suppress  other  im- 
provements of  the  old  apparatus  or  machine,  but  he  is  to  treat 
every  one  as  an  infringer  who  makes,  uses,  or  vends  his  patented 
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improTement  without  any  other  change  than  a  common  substitn- 
tion  for  one  of  its  elements,  well  known  as  such,  and  which  any 
constructor  without  any  experiment  or  resort  to  invention  will 
know  how  to  employ.  Pursuant  to  that  qualification  of  the  gen- 
eral rule  (that  is,  that  he  cannot  invoke  the  doctrine  of  equiva- 
lents), as  explained,  you  are  instructed,  that  if  you  find  fix>m  the 
evidence  that  the  means  of  causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  used 
by  the  defendant  were,  at  the  date  of  the  invention  and  of  the 
patent,  commonly  known  to  be  a  substitute  for  the  means  of 
causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  which  are  particularly  described 
in  the  specification ;  and  that,  consequently,  those  skilled  in  the 
art  to  which  the  invention  appertains,  or  with  which  it  is  most 
nearly  connected,  could,  by  the  use  only  of  the  knowledge  which 
they  had  as  constructors,  substitute  the  mode  of  producing  such 
pressure  practised  by  the  defendant,  for  the  mode  particularly 
described  in  the  specification,  and  that,  when  thus  substituted, 
it  was  capable  of  performing  and  would  perform  substantially 
the  same  fimction,  in  substantially  the  same  mode  of  operation, 
as  the  mode  of  operation  described  in  the  patent,  then  the  de- 
fendant cannot  successfully  defend  himself  against  the  charge  of 
infrmgement  merely  by  employmg  this  substituted  mode  of  pro- 
ducing pressure." 

There  the  principle  is  laid  down.  Now  you  are  referred  to  the 
evidence.  So  far  as  it  is  a  question  of  law,  the  court  has  de- 
cided that ;  you  will  receive  that  as  law. 

"  Whether  the  means  of  causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  used  by 
the  defendant  were,  at  the  date  of  the  invention  and  of  the  patent, 
commonly  known  to  be  a  substitute  for  the  means  of  causing 
pressure  at  the  jiozzle,  which  are  particularly  described  in  the 
specification,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  you  to  determine  from  all 
the  evidence  in  the  case.  Should  you  find  that  the  defendant's 
means  of  causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  were,  at  the  time  sup- 
posed, —  that  is,  at  the  date  of  the  invention  and  the  patent,  — 
commonly  known  to  be  a  substitute  for  the  means  of  causing 
pressure  at  the  nozzle,  which  are  particularly  described  in  the 
specification  under  consideration,  you  will  then  also  inquire,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  whether  those  skilled  in  the  art  to  which  the 
invention  appertains,  or  with  which  it  is  most  nearly  connected, 
could,  by  the  use  only  of  the  knowledge  which  they  had  as  con- 
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Btructors,  make  the  proposed  substitution.  And  if  you  also  an- 
swer that  inquiry  in  the  affirmatiye,  you  will  then  proceed  to  the 
remaining  inquiry  of  fact  involved  in  the  instruction  to  which  the 
two  preceding  relate.  The  remaining  inquiry  of  fact  involved  in 
that  construction  is,  whether  the  substituted  means  or  mode  of 
producing  pressure,  when  thus  substituted,  as  proposed,  are  ca- 
pable of  performing,  and  will  perform,  the  same  function,  under 
the  same  mode  of  operation,  as  the  mode  of  producing  pressure 
particularly  described  in  the  specification  of  the  patent.  And  if 
you  answer  this  inquiry  in  the  affirmative,  as  well  as  the  two 
others  preceding  it,  then  you  are  warranted  in  finding  that  the 
difference  in  the  means  of  causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  in  the 
two  machines,  as  compared  with  each  other,  is  a  mere  formal 
one,  and  that  the  difference  in  that  respect  is  not  such  as  by 
itself,  without  more,  will  enable  the  defendant  successfully  to  de- 
fend himself  against  the  charge  of  infringement." 

Unable  to  conceive  that  any  command  of  language  which  we 
possess  could  make  the  matter  clearer  than  it  is  there  stated,  we 
do  not  think  it  our  duty  to  attempt  to  add  anything  to  it ;  and 
you  will  please  retire  with  this  explanation,  and  with  the  kind- 
est spirit  towards  each  other,  and  an  anxious  desire  to  end  this 
controversy,  compare  your  opinions  afresh,  and  see  if  you  cannot 
agree  upon  a  verdict. 

The  jury  then  retired,  and  remained  out  about  half  an  hour, 
when  they  again  entered  the  court-room,  and  the  usual  question 
was  put  by  the  clerk :  "  Gentlemen  of  the  jury,  have  you  agreed 
upon  a  verdict  ?  " 

Foreman.  We  have  not. 

The  Court.  Mr.  Foreman,  is  there  any  prospect  of  an  agree- 
ment? 

Foreman.  There  is  no  hope  of  a  verdict  from  this  jury. 

The  Court.  Is  the  difference  between  you  law  or  fact  7 

Foreman.  I  conceive  it  to  be  law.  There  is  a  difference  of 
opinion  upon  that  point,  even. 

Tlie  Court.  Is  the  subject  of  difference  the  one  embraced  in 
the  instructions  re-read  to  you  this  morning  ? 

Foreman.  I  think  so. 

The  Court.  We  do  not  see  that  we  can  make  that  matter  more 
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explicit  than  we  have  already  done.  Yoa  have  already  been  in- 
structed that  qnestions  of  law  belong  to  the  court,  questions  of 
faot  to  the  jury ;  but  the  subject-matter  of  that  instruction,  and 
the  questions  involved  in  that  instruction,  being  mixed  questions 
of  law  and  fact,  the  court  without  the  jury  cannot  determine 
them,  and  the  jury  without  the  eourt  cannot  determine  them. 
It  requires  both  court  and  jury  to  determine  them.  K,  in  that 
view  of  the  subject,  Mr.  Foreman,  yon  are  of  opinion  that  there 
is  no  hope  of  agreement,  you  will  rise  uid  say  so. 

Foreman.  Perhaps,  if  we  could  be  enlightened  npon  a  single 
point,  we  might  agree. 

The  Court.  You  may  state  the  point  as  clearly  as  yon  can. 

Foreman.  Whether  we  are  to  try  the  Matthiesson  apparatus, 
as  we  have  had  it  before  ns,  at  thirty-five  feet,  or  whether  we  are 
to  vary  from  that,  in  any  conceivable  manner  7 

The  Court.  The  question  propounded  by  the  foreman  is  one 
purely  of  fact,  so  that  it  would  not  be  possible  for  the  court  to 
render  you  any  assistance.  The  evidence  in  the  case  is  before 
you,  and  if  you  are  of  the  opinion,  Mr.  Foreman,  that  further  de- 
liberation would  result  in  no  practical  utility,  and  that  there  is 
no  hope  of  agreement  without  the  court  give^further  instructioos, 
you  may  answer. 

Foreman,.  I  think  not ;  that  was  not  the  precise  point  we  di& 
fared  upon,  but  I  suppose,  by  working  from  that,  if  we  could  get 
instructions  upon  that,  we  might  arrive  at  a  verdict ;  but  I  don't 
think  it  would  be  possible  without  it. 

The  Court.  Consult  with  your  fellows,  and  see  whether  they 
think  it  is  worth  while  to  retire  again.  You  have  now  been  out 
sixteen  hours  and  a  half,  and  I  have  no  idea  of  resorting  to  the 
old  barbarous  mode  of  starving  a  jury  to  an  agreement. 

Foreman  (after  consultation  with  his  associates).  There  is 
no  use,  sir. 

The  Court.  The  court  regrets  that  you  are  unable  to  come  to 
an  agreement ;  but  at  the  same  time  we  feel  that  we  ought  to 
return  thanks  to  you  for  the  patient  effort  you  have  made,  during 
a  long  period,  without  complaint,  to  reach  a  satisfactory  result. 
You  have  had  a  weary  service  of  three  weeks,  and,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  court  will  excuse  you  from  any  further  attend- 
ance until  the  first  Tuesday  in  February  next. 
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ABANDONMENT. 

1.  Unavoidable  delay,  while  an  application  for  a  patent  is  pending,  is  no  ground  for 
imputing  abandonment.    Jiones  v.  Setcali,  563. 

2.  Mere  forbearance  to  apply  for  a  patent  while  the  inventor  is  experimenting  npon 
his  invention,  and  perfecting  it,  testing  its  value,  or  dealing  with  any  of  its  necessary 
incident%  practical  knowledge  of  which  is  requisite  to  its  usefulness,  afford  no  ground 
for  presuming  abandonment    lUd, 

ACCESSARY. 

1.  The  defendants  before  the  court,  after  the  principal  defendant's  plea,  were  held  to 
be  principals  and  not  accessaries.     United  States  v.  Hartwell  ef  aU.,  221. 

2.  Misdemeanors  do  not  admit  of  accessaries  either  before  or  after  the  fact,  and  the 
general  rule  is,  that  whatsoever  will  make  a  party  an  accessary  before  the  fact,  in 
felony  will  make  him  a  principal  in  misdemeanor  if  properly  chai^ged  as  such.  Ibid, 

3.  The  offence  charged  in  this  case  was  a  misdemeanor,  but  it  would  make  no  difier- 
ence  if  it  were  held  to  be  a  felony,  as  the  defendants  before  the  court  were  confeder- 
ates of  the  principal  defendant  in  the  commission  of  the  crime.    Ibid. 

4.  He  loaned  them  the  public  moneys,  and  they  borrowed  them  knowing  him  to  be 
an  officer  of  the  United  States  charged  with  the  custody  of  the  moneys.    Ibid, 

5.  When  the  accessary  is  tried  with  the  principal,  the  confessions  of  the  principal  are 
admissible  to  prove  his  own  guilt,  and  where  the  principal  confesses  by  pleading 
guilty  and  retiring  from  the  bar  under  his  recognizance,  the  record  of  the  conviction 
of  the  principal  was  properly  introduced,  and  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  guilt 
at  the  trial  of  the  other  defendants,  and  his  confessions  to  show  that  he  was  right- 
fully convicted.    lUd, 

See  CoimssioKa,  2-7. 

ACTION. 
See  Facts,  Aorxed  Statbmskt  or. 

ASSIGNEE  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 
See  Bankruptot,  16, 17. 

ASSIGNEE  IN  INSOLVENCY. 

See  Equity,  1-10. 
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BANK. 
See  By-Law. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

■ 

I.  Sectkm  S8  of  the  Banknipt  Act  prorides  that  the  fiting  of  a  petitioii  for  adjodica- 

tioii  in  bankroptcj,  either  hy  the  debtor  or  by  a  creditor,  upon  which  an  order  maj 
be  issaed  by  the  coart  or  by  the  renter,  shall  be  deemed  the  commenoeinent  of  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy.     United  Staiet  v.  Cnuu,  211. 

t.  Railroad  companies  are  private  commercial  corporations  widiin  the  meaning  of 
§  37  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  hare  therefore 
jurisdiction  to  adjudge  such  corporations  bankrupt,  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  odier 
debtors.     Sweait  ▼.  Raiiroad,  339. 

S.  Characteristics  of  a  public  nature  attach  to  erery  corporatioo,  inasmuch  as  thej 
are  created  for  the  public  benefit ;  but  if  it  is  not  created  for  the  administradon  of 
political  or  municipal  power,  the  corporation  is  prirate,  unless  the  whole  interest 
belongs  to  the  gOTemment    Pnd. 

4.  Transportation  of  freight  and  passengers  from  one  State  to  another,  or  through 
more  than  one  State,  either  by  land  or  water,  is  commerce  within  the  meaning  of 
the  proTision  of  the  Constitution  which  gives  to  Congress  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce between  the  several  States.    Ibid, 

5.  Congress  has  power  to  enact  that  railroads  created  by  the  States  shall  be  fiaUe  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.    lUd. 

6.  Such  corporations  are  not  among  those  means  and  instruments  of  the  State  gov- 
ernments over  which  Congress  has  no  power  or  jurisdiction.    Ibid. 

7.  Inasmuch  as  the  exclusive  power  to  establish  a  uniform  system  of  bankruptcy  is 
vested  in  the  Federal  legislature,  it  has  the  power  to  authorise  the  District  Couiti 
or  their  registers  in  bankruptcy,  to  transfer  the  franchise  of  a  railroad  company  is 
bankruptcy,  it  being  a  private  corporation.    Ibid. 

8.  Under  §  2  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  which  provides  diat "  the  Circuit  Court  within  and 
for  the  district  where  the  proceeding*  shall  be  pending,  shaD  have  a  general  super- 
intendence and  jurisdiction  of  all  cases  and  questions  arising  under  this  act,"  a  peti- 
tion for  a  revision  of  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  refusing  a  discharge  may  be 
entertained,  although  such  decree  was  a  final  one,  and  no  proceedings  weie  actuaOj 
pending  in  the  District  Court  when  the  petition  for  revision  was  made.  Utdffidd 
T.  Ddawun  ^  Hmdmm  Carnal  Co.,  371. 

9.  The  word  *'  pending  "  does  not  mean  that  the  Circuit  Court  can  take  jurisdictioB 
of  a  petition  for  revision  only  while  proceedings  are  actually  pending,  and  before  a 
final  decree,  in  the  District  Court    Ibid. 

10.  Discharge  by  a  final  decree  was  reAised  an  alleged  bankrupt  in  the  District 
Court,  May  12,  and  his  petition  for  revision  was  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court,  June  90 
following.  BeU,  there  was  no  gnmnd,  in  the  absesre  of  a  rale  limiting  the  tiioe 
in  which  such  petitions  should  be  filed,  to  deprive  the  petitioiicr  of  a  rehearing  on 
account  of  delav.    Ibid. 

II.  An  allegation,  in  a  petition  to  die  Circuit  Court  under  |  2  of  die  Bankrupt  Act 
for  reTi^ioo,  that  he  has  conformed  to  the  piovisioBS  of  the  act  and  is  aggriered 
because  the  prayer  of  his  petition  for  disdiarge  was  nfustd,  is  not  sufficient    Ibid. 

It.  The  prdtion  for  revision  must  stale  in  wfaas  the  entir  coimsls,  whether  it  be  o< 
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law  or  fact ;  and  the  nature  of  the  alleged  error  should  be  distinctlj  stated  for  the 
appellate  court  and  as  notice  to  the  opposite  party.    Ibid, 

13.  The  United  States  Bankrupt  Act  now  in  force,  confers  jurisdiction  in  Equitj 
upon  the  District  Courts  in  certain  cases,  and  appeals  may  be  taken  fh>m  the  Dis- 
trict to  the  Circuit  Courts  in  all  such  cases  where  the  debt  or  damage  claimed 
amounts  to  more  than  five  hundred  dollars,  provided  the  appellant  complies  with 
the  conditions  specified  in  §  8  of  the  act    Scammon  v.  CoU,  472. 

14.  A  mortgage  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  two  promissory  notes,  the  considera- 
tion of  which  being  pre-existing  debts  of  the  bankrupt,  for  almost  all  of  which  the 
mortgagees  were  liable  either  as  sureties  or  indorsers,  is  void  when  it  appears  that 
it  was  made  within  four  months  next  preceding  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  bank- 
ruptcy, for  the  express  purpose  of  giving  a  preference ;  that  the  mortgagors  were 
insolvent  and  the  mortgagees  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  the  mortgagors 
were  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  convey- 
ance was  made  in  fraud  of  the  provisions  of  said  act.    IbitL 

15.  A  creditor,  holding  commercial  paper  signed  by  a  firm  in  bankruptcy,  and  in- 
dorsed by  an  individual  member  of  the  firm,  a  bankrupt,  though  not  a  sole  trader, 
may  prove  his  debt  against  both  estates  and  share  in  the  dividends  of  each.  Emery 
T.  Canal  National  Bank,  507. 

16.  In  this  case  the  property  covered  by  the  complainant's  claim  against  the  trustee 
(which  cliiim  the  complainant  purchased  from  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy),  waa 
property  not  taken  possession  of  by  the  assignee,  to  which  the  title  of  the  bankrupt 
18  good  against  all  the  world,  except  the  assignee  or  any  one  to  whom  he  might 
convey.     Amory  v.  Lawnnee  et  als,,  523. 

17.  An  assignee  in  bankruptcy  b  not  bound  to  take  property  which  may  be  onerous 
to  the  estate,  or  burden  instead  of  benefit  it  If  he  does  not  take  it,  it  remains  in 
the  bankrupt    Ibid, 

1 8.  After  the  lapse  of  years,  in  this  case,  the  court  held  that  the  conclusion  must  be 
that  the  assignee  elected  not  to  take  possession  of  certain  property  of  which  the 
complainant  when  a  bankrupt,  took  an  assignment  as  set  forth  in  the  bill.    Ibid, 

19.  Under  the  act  of  March  2,  1867,  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  a  person  declared  a 
bankrupt  in  one  district,  may  maintain  an  action  to  recover  moneys  paid  the  de- 
fendants residents  of  another  district,  in  violation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  in  the  District 
Court  of  such  district,  and  such  District  Court  in  the  district  where  such  defendanta 
reside,  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  the  parties.  Sherman  v.  Bingham 
et  at,,  552. 

80.  The  whole  tenor  of  the  present  Bankrupt  Act  shows  that  Congress  intended  to 
provide  for  the  complete  administration  of  the  bankrupt  system  in  the  Federal 
Courts  and  through  the  instrumentality  of  Federal  officers.    Ibid. 

See  Indictment,  1-6;  Will,  5-10. 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  The  only  office  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  to  bring  before  the  appellate  court  such 
questions  as  were  duly  raised  and  properly  saved  in  the  subordinate  court  Uniied 
States  V.  Barrels  of  Spirits,  261. 

2.  The  Judge  of  the  District  Court  has  power,  when  it  appears  by  complaint  or  affi- 
davit to  his  satisfaction  that  a  fraud  on  the  revenue  has  been  committed  by  any  per- 
•on  intrusted  with  or  concerned  in  the  importation  or  entry  of  goods,  to  issue  hie 
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warrant  to  the  marshal  requiring  him  to  enter  a  place  or  premises  where  anj  in- 
Toices,  books,  or  papers  relating  to  the  merchandise  are  deposited,  in  respect  to 
which  the  fraud  is  alleged  to  haye  been  committed,  to  take  possession  of  such  books 
and  produce  them  before  the  judge.  Stockwell  y.  TTie  United  Staie$,  284. 
8.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  complaint  or  affidavit  should  accompany  the  warrant.  If 
the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  fraud  upon  the  reyenue  has  been  committed,  the  war- 
rant will  be  granted.  The  granting  or  refusing  the  warrant  is  a  judicial  act,  and 
the  complaint  or  affidavit  is  not  necessary  to  be  introduced  where  it  appears,  by  the 
recitals  of  the  warrant,  that  it  was  shown  by  complaint  and  affidavit  to  the  sat^ 
isfaction  of  the  court  that  the  alleged  frauds  on  the  revenue  had  been  committed. 
Ibid. 

4.  Exceptions  to  the  ruling  of  a  court  in  admitting  evidence  shonld  be  snffid^tly 
specific  to  enable  it  to  understand  the  precise  ground  upon  which  the  objection  is 
based.    Ibid, 

5.  All  that  appeared  in  this  case  was,  that  when  the  books,  etc  were  offered  in  evi- 
dence, the  defendants  objected  that  the  court  was  not  authorized  to  issue,  or  the 
marshal  to  serve,  the  warrant  in  question,  and  that  the  district  attorney  could  not 
pnt  them*  in  evidence,  because  obtained  by  that  warrant.  Held,  that  the  objections 
were  not  sufficiently  explicit  to  avail  the  defendants  at  this  hearing.    Jbid. 

6.  The  district  judge  could  put  the  papers  seized  under  the  warrant  in  this  case  into 
the  hands  of  the  district  attorney.    Ibid. 

7.  It  was  objected  that  the  books,  etc.  were  not  in  themselves  legal  evidence.  Held, 
that  as  the  same  were  not  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  nor  in  any  way  made 
part  of  it,  the  presumption  was  that  the  ruling  of  the  district  judge  was  correct,  and 
the  point  was  not  open  for  examination.    Jbid. 

BILL  OP  LADING. 
r      See  Common  Carrier,  S  ;  Dxutsrt,  1,  2;  Stopfaob  n  Transittt,  2-5. 

BY-LAW. 

1.  The  directors  of  a  national  bank,  organized  under  the  act  of  June  3,  1864, 
adopted  the  following  by-law :  "  No  person  indebted  to  the  bank  shall  be  allowed 
to  sell  or  transfer  his  or  her  stock  without  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the 
directors,  and  this  whether  liable  as  principal  or  surety,  and  whether  the  debt  or 
liabilitj  is  due  or  not."  A  stockholder  indebted  to  the  bank  assigned  by  deed  is 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  his  stock  without  the  consent  of  the  directors, 
and  the  assignees  requested  the  bank  to  record  the  deed  of  assignment  upon  the 
transfer-book  of  the  bank,  or  that  they  might  '*  be  allowed  to  transfer  the  stock  to 
themselves  on  the  books  of  the  bank."  The  requests  were  refused  by  the  bank. 
Held,  that  the  by-law  was  valid,  and  that  the  directors,  under  §  8  cf  the  act  referred 
to,  had  power  to  adopt  the  same.    Knight  et  al.  v.  Old  Sational  Bank,  429. 

CARE,  EXERCISE  OF  ORDINARY. 
See  HiOHWATS,  2. 

CHARTER-PARTY. 

1.  Where  in  a  charter-party  no  stipulation  is  made  as  to  the  day  the  vessel  shoaJd 
sail,  or  the  time  she  was  to  be  allowed  for  the  trip,  the  rule  of  construction  is,  that 
she  is  to  sail  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  to  proceed  with  reasonable  despatch. 
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and  without  unnecessary  deviadon,  to  the  place  of  loading,  unless  delayed  bjr  tlie 
public  enemy  or  perils  of  the  seas.    Fearing  v.  Cheetman,  91. 

2.  Sach  an  implied  covenant  in  a  charter-party  is  not  a  condition  precedent,  which, 
if  broken,  will  justify  the  charterer  in  disregarding  his  covenants,  unless  the  delaj 
is  so  great  that  it  deprives  the  charterer  of  the  whole  benefit  of  the  contract  or 
frustrates  his  object  in  chartering  the  vessel.    Ihid. 

3.  A  stipulation  in  a  charter-party  that  the  charter  should  commence  when  the  vessel 
was  ready  to  load,  does  not  mean  that  the  charter-party  does  not  attach  until  the 
vessel  arrived  at  the  place  of  loading.  Performance  of  the  implied  contract,  thai 
the  vessel  was  to  sail  to  the  place  of  loading  within  a  reasonable  time,  was  as 
requisite  as  that  notice  of  the  readiness  of  the  vessel  to  receive  cargo  should  be 
given  on  arrival  at  the  place  of  loading.    Ihid, 

4.  A  charter-party  was  executed  April  27,  1865,  while  a  vessel  was  lying  in  the 
harbor  of  Boston,  by  which  she  was  to  load  at  Farmingdale,  Maine.  No  stipula- 
tion was  made  concerning  the  time  at  which  she  was  to  sail  for  the  place  of  loading. 
She  arrived  at  Farmin;;dale,  May  20.  When  the  master  gave  the  required  notice 
of  the  readiness  of  tlie  vessel  to  receive  cargo,  the  charterer  refused  to  load  her. 
Thereupon  the  following  correspondence  took  place.  From  the  charterer :  '*  Will 
load  the  vessel  at  going  rates ;  no  other  terms,  damages  or  not"  To  which  the 
owners  replied  that  the  charterer  must  "  cither  load  her  per  charter-party  or  paj 
damages."  To  this  the  following  reply  was  received :  "  Will  load  vessel  for  the 
voyage  at  eight  dollars,  measurement  or  weight,  diiference  between  old  and  new, 
charter  open,  to  be  settled  by  the  courts  or  by  arbitration,  without  prejudicing  the 
rights  of  either  party."  The  final  reply  was :  *'  We  accept  your  proposition ; 
load  vessel  as  per  despatch  of  thi^  date."  Thereupon  the  defendants  loaded  the 
vessel,  and  the  cargo  was  duly  transported  and  delivered.  Held,  that  no  new 
charter-party  was  made  by  the  above  correspondence,  and  that  the  respondent  was 
liable  unless  he  could  show  that  the  master,  in  failing  to  report  the  vessel  within  a 
reasonable  time,  Had  violated  some  condition  precedent,  or  that  the  delay  was  so 
great  as  to  frustrate  the  voyage.    Ihid, 

5.  A  vessel  was  chartered  April  27,  1865,  at  Boston,  to  go  to  Farmingdale,  Maine, 
for  a  cargo  of  ice,  to  be  transported  to  Mobile,  Alabama.  From  stress  of  weather, 
she  did  not  arrive  at  Farmingdale  until  May  20,  when  she  reported  as  ready  to 
receive  cargo.  The  charterers  had  then  hired  and  loaded  another  vessel,  with  the 
cargo  destined  for  the  first  chartered  vessel,  on  the  arrival  of  which,  however,  they 
changed  the  destination  of  the  vessel  last  hired  and  sent  her  in  fulfilment  of 
another  contract,  and  the  vessel  first  named  actually  performed  the  contract  for 
which  she  was  chartered,  and  the  cargo  was  received  without  complaint  Hdd,  that 
the  facts  showed  that  the  voyage  was  not  frustrated  by  the  delay  to  notify,  that  the 
vessel  was  ready  to  receive  cargo,  and  that  the  owners  were  entitled  to  recover 
under  the  charter.    Ibid, 

6.  Where  the  owner  retains  the  possession  and  navigation  of  the  vessel,  and  contracts 
to  carry  the  &argo  on  freight  for  the  voyage,  the  charter-party  is  a  mere  affreight- 
ment sounding  in  covenant,  and  the  freighter  is  not  invested  with  the  legal  re- 
sponsibility of  ownership.    Richardson  v.  WinaoTt  395. 

7.  The  charter-party  in  such  case  is  a  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  merchandise  foi' 
a  stipulated  price.    Ihid, 

d.  Where  the  owner  parts  with  the  possession,  command,  and  management  of  the 
vessel,  the  charterer  becomes  the  owner  for  the  voyage.    IHd, 
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•.  Conrta  of  justice  are  not  inclined  to  conBtrae  the  eontnct  u  «  demiie  of  tbe  ibip, 
even  thoagh  it  maj  contain  words  of  grant.    UntL 

1 0.  If  the  owners  agree  to  keep  the  vessel  tight,  stanch,  fitted,  and  provisioned,  and 
to  receive  on  hoard  snch  lawful  goods  as  the  charterers  or  their  agents  might  think 
proper  to  ship,  they  retain  the  command  of  the  vessel,  and  the  charter-partj  in  sock 
case  is  a  mere  contract  of  affireightment    Ihid, 

11.  Then  in  general  the  owners  are  responsible  to  the  charterers  for  fiulore  to  oonve/ 
the  goods  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract    Ibid, 

IS.  Where  the  contract  of  affreightment  amounts  to  a  demise  of  the  ship,  the 
officers  and  crew  are  servants  of  the  charterer,  the  charterer  becomes  the  carrier 
of  the  goods  shipped,  and  in  procuring  freight,  the  master  is  then  the  agent  of  the 
charterer.    Ibid, 

13.  In  this  ease  the  owners  were  the  carriers  of  the  goods,  and  were  responsible  to 
the  shippers  for  every  loss  or  damage  to  the  goods  during  the  voyage,  unless  it 
happened  by  the  fault  of  the  shipper,  the  act  of  Qod,  the  public  enemy,  or  without 
the  fault  of  the  carrier,  or  was  excepted  in  the  bill  of  lading.    IbuL 

14.  In  the  absence  of  any  special  agreement,  the  duty  of  the  master  extends  to  all 
that  relates  to  the  lading  and  transportation  of  the  merchandise,  and  in  the  case 
of  a  mere  contract  of  afireightment,  the  ship-owners  and  master  are  responsible  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  these  duties.    Ibid, 

15.  A  stipulation  in  a  charter-party  that  the  ship  is  to  emjdoy  charterer's  stevedore 
and  clerk  does  not  amount  to  a  special  agreement,  to  the  effect  that  the  dntj  of 
lading  and  stowing  the  goods  was  to  be  performed  by  the  charterers.    Ibid, 

1 6.  This  clause  gave  the  right  to  the  charterers  to  name  the  stevedore  and  clerk ;  hot 
they  were  to  be  paid,  and  were  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  master.    Ibid. 

17.  In  this  case  the  clerk  and  stevedore  were  nominated  by  the  charterers;  hut  the 
supervision  of  the  lading  was  had  by  an  agent  of  the  owners ;  the  receipting  for 
cargo,  measurement,  and  stowage  were  all  under  his  direction.  Pilotage  and  port 
charges  were  paid  by  the  owners,  and  when  loaded  the  charterers  notified  the 
owners  they  wished  the  vessel  cleared.  She  was  discharged  at  the  port  of  desti- 
nation by  a  stevedore  employed  by  the  master.  All  these  facts  show  that  the 
owners  were  responsible  for  the  safe  custody,  due  transport,  and  right  deliveiy. 
Ibid. 

18.  Whether  the  general  owner  retains  the  possession  and  command  of  the  ship,  or 
the  control  and  navigation  of  the  same  passes  to  the  charterer,  the  shipper,  under 
an  ordinary  bill  of  lading,  may  have  his  remedy  against  the  ship ;  but  whether  the 
general  owner  or  the  charterer  b  liable,  depends  upon  the  terms  of  the  charter- 
party.    Ibid. 

19.  The  fact  that  the  charterers  have  the  privilege  of  appointing  the  head  stevedore 

does  not,  as  a  matter  of  course,  show  them  to  be  responsible  for  tbe  character  of 

the  stowage.    Ibid. 

See  DxMURBAOB,  1. 

COLLISION. 
1.  A  schooner  in  the  evening,  close-hauled,  on  the  port  tack,  was  heading  north  bj 
west,  with  the  wind  west-northwest.  A  brig  on  the  starboard  tack,  with  the  wind 
at  least  two  points  free,  was  heading  south  by  west  half  west.  Both  vessels  were  in 
a  seaworthy  condition  in  all  respects,  and  had  sufficient  lights,  and  both  vessels  had 
lookouts.    The  speed  of  the  schooner  was  five  or  six  knots,  and  that  of  the  brig 
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fbnr  or  fbar  and  one  half.  When  the  vessels  were  at  least  one  hundred  and  fiftf 
yards  apart,  the  brig  ported  her  helm.  Ineritable  accident  was  not  set  up,  and  it 
was  Mrf  not  to  be  a  case  coming  within  the  eleventh  sailing  rule.  Loom  t.  Schamer 
Denike,U7. 

5.  The  pilot  on  the  schooner  was  notified  bj  the  lookout  that  there  was  a  light  ahead, 
upon  which  he  went  forward  and  looked  at  it  for  several  minutes,  and  then  went 
aft.  It  waa  not  pretended  that  the  approaching  vessel  would  have  passed  to  leeward 
bj  more  than  her  length.  Held,  that  he  was  negligent  in  not  continuing  to  watch 
the  approaching  vessel.    Ibid, 

3.  It  is  not  an  excuse  for  the  pilot  of  the  schooner  that  he  had  a  right  to  keep  his 
course,  under  the  rules  of  navigation.    Ibid. 

4.  Nothing  in  the  rules  of  navigation  can  exonerate  from  the  consequences  of  neglect 
of  precautions  such  as  are  required  by  the  ordinary  practice  of  seamen,  or  the  spo- 
cial  circumstances  of  the  case.    Ibid, 

6.  A  party  who  negligently  casts  himself  upon  an  obstruction  is  not  entitled  to  dam- 
ages, and  the  party  who  inflicts  an  injur}-  cannot  be  allowed  to  defend  himself  upon 
the  ground  that  the  injured  party  committed  the  first  error,  if  the  person  so  comr 
mitting  the  act  causing  the  damage  had  reasonable  notice  of  the  error  of  the  other, 
and  means  and  adequate  opportunity  to  have  avoided  the  disaster.    Ibid. 

6.  The  lookout  on  the  schooner  in  this  case  had  informed  the  pilot  of  the  light  ahead, 
saw  the  brig  both  before  and  when  her  helm  was  ported,  and  she  attempted  to  cross 
the  schooner's  course.  Instead  of  going  aft,  the  pilot  should  have  observed  the  ne- 
cessity for  precaution,  and  also  watched  the  approaching  vessel  longer,  in  order  to 
have  obtained  the  same  knowledge  as  the  lookout.  He  could  then  have  ported  the 
schooner's  helm  in  season  to  have  avoided  the  collision.    Ibid, 

7.  Vigilance  is  required  from  those  having  the  conduct  of  both  vessels,  when  the  dr- 
cumstances  of  their  approach  require  caution.    Ibid. 

8.  In  this  case  it  was  held  that  there  was  negligence  on  both  sides,  and  that  the  dam* 
ages  should  be  divided.    Ibid. 

9.  A  vessel  in  the  evening  was  lying^to  on  the  starboard  tack,  with  her  helm  hard 
aport,  with  a  competent  lookout  properly  stationed,  and  with  signal-lights  fully  dis- 
played aa  required  by  law.  Another  vessel  was  discovered  directly  ahead.  The 
order  was  given  not  to  change  the  helm,  and  a  collision  took  place.  Held,  that  no 
negligence  could  be  charged  to  those  on  board  the  vessel  first  named  for  not  keeping 
her  to  her  coarse.    Killam  v.  Schooner  Eri,  456. 

10.  Inevitable  accident  in  cases  of  collision  is  where  a  disaster  takes  place,  occasioned 
exclusively  by  natural  causes,  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  owners  or  thoM 
intrusted  with  the  management  of  either  vessel.    Ibid. 

11.  Two  vessels  were  lying-to  just  prior  to  a  collision,  which  took  place  in  the  night, 
—  one  with  competent  lookout  properly  stationed,  the  required  signal-lights,  on  the 
starboard  tack,  with  helm  hard  aport ;  the  other  had  her  red  light  burning  brightly. 
Just  before  the  collision  the  green  light  was  burning,  but  not  so  brightly  as  it  should 
have  done.  In  the  attempt  by  an  officer  to  turn  it  up  it  went  out  It  was  handed 
to  a  seaman,  and  was  only  seen  on  the  starboard  side  by  the  master  when  the  two 
vessels  were  close  together.  No  person  was  specifically  appointed  or  stationed  as  a 
lookout.  All  the  crew  were  abaft  of  the  mainmaat  just  before  the  collision.  A  col- 
lision ensued.  Held,  not  an  inevitable  accident,  but  that  the  vessel  last  referred  to 
was  in  fault    Ibid. 

12.  The  rules  of  navigation  require  seasonable  precautions  to  avoid  danger  in  collision, 
cases.    Ibid, 
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13.  The  groand  upon  which  the  restel  in  fault  in  this  ease  was  deariy  liahle  was  the 
absence  of  an  appointed  and  properly  stationed  lookoat.    Ibid. 

14.  The  general  mle  is,  that  where  a  vessel  is  at  anchor  in  a  proper  place,  with  no 
sails  set,  and  another  ander  sail  collides  with  her  and  occasions  injnrjr  to  her,  the 
ressel  in  motion  is  liable.    Sterling  v.  Brig  Jenme  Cuskman,  App.,  636. 

15.  The  harbor  regulations  of  the  harbor  of  Bangor  require  that  no  ressel  shall  come 
to  anchor  in  the  chahnel  within  certain  limits ;  in  this  case  it  was  found  that  the 
libellant's  vessel  was  anchored  in  a  proper  place,  had  the  proper  light,  and  that  her 
owners  were  entitled  to  recover  of  the  respondents,  in  accordance  with  the  decree  of 
the  District  Court  which  was  affirmed.    Ibid, 

16.  Inevitable  accident  in  collibion  cases  is  never  admitted  as  a  defence,  except  when 
it  is  shown  that  neither  vessel  was  in  fault    Ibid. 

See  Plbadino,  7.    Inburaitcx,  13-18. 

COMBINATION. 
See  Patbht,  7-11,  27,  28. 

COMMON  CARRIER. 

1.  Common  carriers  are  not  responsible  for  losses  or  damage  which  maj  happen  to 
goods  received  to  be  carried,  if  the  same  result  from  the  act  of  the  owner.  ChoaU 
V.  Crowniruhieldf  184. 

S.  When  goods  are  lost  or  damaged  after  their  reception  bj  the  common  carrier  and 
before  their  delivery,  the  prima  facie  presumption  is,  that  the  loss  was  occasioned 
by  the  carrier's  default.    Ibid, 

8.  The  legal  effect  of  a  bill  of  lading,  affirming  the  goods  to  have  been  shipped  in 
good  order,  is  to  ri£ise  a  prima  facie  presumption  that  in  all  particulars  open  to 
inspection  the  goods  were  in  that  condition  ;  but  this  does  not  preclude  the  carrier, 
in  case  of  loss  or  damage,  from  shoi/inng  that  the  loss  proceeded  from  some  cause 
which  existed,  but  was  not  apparent,  at  the  time  he  received  the  goods.    Ibid. 

4.  The  responsibility  of  the  carrier  does  not  extend  to  damages  resulting  to  a  cargo 
of  cotton  in  bales,  from  moisture  of  the  contents  of  the  bales  received  previous  to  the 
time  of  lading,  which  could  not  have  been  discovered  by  the  master,  and  where  the 
vessel  was  in  all  respects  seaworthy,  and  there  appeared  to  be  no  want  of  ordinary 
care,  skill,  and  energy  on  the  part  of  the  master,  to  protect  the  goods  against  such 
injury  while  on  board  the  vessel.    Ibid. 

5.  While  cotton  in  bales  was  lying  on  the  wharf,  and  while  a  vessel  was  loading  with 
the  same,  it  was  discovered  by  the  accidental  opening  of  one  bale  that  the  contents 
thereof  were  wet  This  fact  was  reported  to  the  shippers,  who  said  that  the  wet 
would  do  no  injury,  and  the  bale  was  thereupon  tied  up  and  placed  on  board. 
Heidf  that  there  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the 
master  had  reason  to  believe  any  portion  of  the  residue  unfit  for  the  voyage.     Ibid. 

6.  While  collecting  the  fares,  the  clerk  of  a  steamer  owned  by  the  defendant  inflicted 
personal  injuries  upon  the  plaintiff,  on  board  the  vessel  during  one  of  her  regular 
trips.  Held,  the  plaintiff  could  recover  of  the  defendant  for  the  injuries  received, 
although  the  defendant  did  not  authorise  the  acts  of  his  employee.  Pendletm  v. 
Kindey,  416. 

7.  The  principles  of  law  applicable  to  the  relations  of  master  and  servant  do  not  fiilly 
define  the  rights,  duties,  and  obligations  between  carriers  of  passengers  and  pas- 
sengers ;  they  are  not  merely  citizens  bearing  only  toward  each  other  the  relatioDS 
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which  one  citicen  bean  to  another :  the  carrier  had  agreed  to  carry  for  hire  the  pas- 
senger from  one  place  to  another,  and  was  responsible  for  any  breach  of  the  obliga- 
tion he  had  assumed,  that  the  passenger  should  not  be  ill  used  by  himself  or  his 
employees.  lUd, 
8.  A  dispute  had  arisen  between  the  clerk  and  the  passenger  as  to  the  latter's  fare, 
but  the  question  whether  the  defci\dant  was  liable  for  the  injuries  inflicted  bj  his 
clerk  upon  the  plaintiff  was  decided  irrespective  of  that  dispute,  and  as  if  none  snch 

had  arisen.    Ibid. 

CONFESSIONS. 

1.  An  officer  of  the  United  States  chaiged  with  the  safe-keeping  of  public  moneys  was 
indicted  as  principal  defendant  under  the  act  of  August  6, 1846,  for  loaning  such 
money  so  intrusted  to  him  to  certain  persons  indicted  jointly  with  him.  Before  the 
jury  were  empanelled  he  pleaded  twh  contendere.  Certain  confessions  of  his  that  he 
had  loaned  the  public  money  were  offered  in  evidence.  Held,  they  were  properly 
admitted  to  show  that  he  had  unlawfully  loaned  a  portion  of  the  public  money,  but 
not  to  prove  that  the  other  defendants  ever  advised  or  participated  in  the  criminal 
acts.  The  other  defendants  were  charged  with  advising  and  participating  in  the 
felonious  acts,  but  neither  the  declarations  nor  acts  of  the  principal  defendant  could 
be  admitted  to  prove  anything  against  them.     United  States  v.  Hartwell  et  als.,  221. 

2.  Acts,  conduct,  and  declarations  of  each  confederate  made  during  the  pendency  of  a 
criminal  enterprise  are  competent  evidence  against  all  concerned  in  it ;  but  confes- 
sions subsequent  to  the  crime  can  affect  as  evidence  only  a  party  by  whom  they 
were  made.    Ibid. 

3.  Evidence  of  his  confessions  to  prove  the  guilt  of  the  principal  cannot  be  admitted 
under  an  indictment  against  the  accessary,  unless  the  guilt  or  antecedent  conviction 
of  the  principal  is  alleged  in  the  indictment.    Ibid. 

4.  Conviction  may  accrue  either  by  confession  and  pleading  guilty,  or  by  being  found 
guilty.     Ibid. 

5.  Where  the  guilt  of  the  principal  was  admitted  at  the  trial  of  the  accessaries,  even 
if  the  confessions  of  the  principal  were  improperly  admitted,  still  amotion  for  a  new 
trial  ought  not  to  prevail,  because  the  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  principal  was 
properly  introduced  and  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  guilt  at  the  trial  of  the 
other  defendants.    Ibid, 

6.  The  legal  effect  of  the  plea  of  *'  nolo  contendere  "  and  **  guilty  "  is  the  same  as  re- 
gards all  the  proceedings  on  the  indictment    Ibid, 

7.  If  the  defendants  in  this  ifidictment  had  been  charged  as  accessaries  to  the  offence 
alleged  against  the  principal,  still  the  confessions  of  the  principal  were  properly  ad- 
mitted to  prove  that  he  committed  the  offence.    Ibid, 

See  AccESSART,  5. 

CONTRACT. 

1.  It  is  a  general  principle  that  if  parties  have  contracted  to  sell  and  buy  a  specific 
article  of  personal  propn-ty.  of  which  weight,  price,  measure,  and  fitness  are  defi- 
nitely prescribed,  or  if  liio  terms  of  the  contract  provide  suitable  means  by  which 
those  qualities  or  conditions  may  be  ascertained,  and  the  articles  are  in  the  state 
for  which  the  parties  contracted,  the  property  passes  eo  instanti,  by  virtue  of  the 
contract,  without  delivery.    Audenreid  v.  Randal,  99.  * 

2.  Where  the  terms  of  an  executory  contract  of  sale  are  agreed,  and  everything  the 
seller  has  to  do  is  complete,  the  buyer  is  entitled  to  the  goods  on  payment  or  tender 
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of  the  price,  mod  not  otherwise,  when  nothing  is  said  u  to  the  time  of  ddifCfj  or 
payment.  Ihid, 
8.  If  the  goods  are  sold  on  credit,  and  the  contract  sflent  as  to  time  of  ddiverj,  the 
Tendee  is  entitled  to  immediate  possession,  and  the  right  of  property  Tests  at  ooee 
in  the  bnyer,  subject  to  the  vendor's  right  of  stoppage  m  tnmntu,  if  exercised  befors 
possession  by  the  buyer.    IhUi,  . 

4.  As  between  parties,  when  the  contract  is  complete,  the  property  Tests  in  the  buyer; 
as  to  every  one  except  the  vendor,  delivery  of  possession  is  necessary  to  eveiy  valid 
conveyance  of  personal  property.    Ihid, 

5.  Where  actual  delivery  is  impracticable  or  impossible,  symbolical  delivery  will  be 
equivalent  in  its  legal  efllect.    Ibid, 

0.  Mere  words,  however,  in  case  of  the  impracticability  of  actual  deliveiy,  will  not 
suffice  to  constitute  deliveiy  and  acceptance  of  goods.  Added  to  the  language  of 
the  contract,  there  must  be  some  act  of  the  parties  tantamount  to  a  transfer  and 
acceptance,  as  where  by  some  act  dominion  over  the  goods  is  relinquished  by  the 
vendor,  and  they  are  put  in  the  power  of  the  vendee.    IM, 

7.  As  against  subsequent  purchasers  or  judgment  creditors,  delivery  is  necessary,  but 
where  actual  manual  occupation  is  impossible,  from  the  character  or  situation  of 
the  goods,  it  cannot  be  admitted  that  no  legal  delivery  can  be  made.    Ihid. 

8.  Under  such  circumstances  valid  sale  b  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  if  it  appear  that  the  title  becomes  absolute  in  the  bnyer 
discharged  of  all  liens  of  the  vendor.    Ihid* 

9.  An  oifer  of  a  bargain  from  one  person  to  another  imposes  no  obligation  upon  the 
one  unless  it  is  accepted  by  the  other  according  to  its  terms.    Snow  ei  al.  v.  Miies,  608. 

10.  Departure  from  or  qualification  of  those  terms  invalidates  the  offer.    Ibid. 

11.  Until  the  terms  of  the  agreement  have  received  the  assent  of  both  parties,  the 
negotiation  is  open  and  imposes  no  obligation.    Ihid, 

See  Demurbagb,  1,  3,  5  ;  Etidbnce,  27 ;  Salb,  1-7. 

COPYRIGHT. 

1.  The  word  manuscript  in  §  9  of  the  copyright  act  does  not  indnde  a  picture,  and 
the  purchaser  of  a  painting  may  acquire  a  title  to  the  same  by  an  oral  contract  with 
the  lawful  owner :  the  difference  between  "  manuscript "  and  "  painting  "  defined. 
Parion  t.  Prang,  537. 

S.  The  consent  of  the  author  or  proprietor  in  writing,  signed  in  the  presence  of  two 
credible  witnesses,  was  not  necessary  under  that  act  to  obtain  the  right  to  reproduce, 
or  chromo,  a  picture,  prorided  such  consent  was  fairiy  and  nnderstandingly  ob- 
tained and  for  a  valuable  consideration.    Ibid. 

8.  At  common  law  the  sole  proprietorship  of  a  manuscript  is  in  the  author  or  his 
assigns  before  publication,  but  an  unqualified  publication,  such  as  is  made  by 
printing  and  offering  copies  for  sale,  dedicates  the  contents  to  the  public,  unless  the 
sole  right  of  printing,  reprinting,  publishing,  and  Tending  the  same  is  secured  by 
copyright.    Ibid. 

4.  In  communicating  the  contents  of  his  manuscript,  the  author  may  prescribe  limita- 
tions and  impose  such  restrictions  as  he  pleases  upon  the  extent  of  its  use.    Ibid. 

•  COSTS. 

1.  Both  before  and  since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  the  6th  of  February,  1863,  costs 
have  been  allowed  in  this  court  to  the  prevailing  party  for  travel  and  attendance. 
Nichols  V.  Inhabitants  of  Drunswiek,  88. 
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9.  Where  a  party  is  called  and  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  hehalf  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  travel  and  attendance  as  a  witness.    Ibid, 

3.  The  expense  of  printing  the  record  and  eridence  in  an  eqnitj  sait  is,  under  the 
second  additional  mle  of  May  25,  1843,  part  of  the  costs,  and  properly  taxable  as 

i    such.  _  Jordan  t.  AgauKtm  Woollen  Co.,  239. 

DAMAGES. 
See  CoLLiBiov,  8 ;  Hiohwats,  3. 

DEED. 

1.  Where  an  absolute  deed  is  intended  as  a  mortgage,  a  subsequent  purchaser  with 
notice,  stands  in  the  place  of  the  equitable  mortgagee..   Amory  r.  Lawrence,  523. 

See  Eyidsncb,  20 ;  Trust,  1, 2. 

DEFENCE. 
See  Salb,  2-7. 

DELIVERY. 

•  • 

1.  Mere  delivery  of  a  bill  of  lading  is  not  enough,  without  a  distinct  acceptance  of 
the  same  by  the  purchaser,  but  anything  which  was  intended  to  be  so,  and  received 
as  such,  which  actually  puts  the  goods  within  the  reach  and  power  of  the  buyer; 
and  among  the  instances  of  such  actual  delivery  cited  by  legal  writers,  is  that  of 
the  indorsement  of  a  bill  of  lading.    Audenreid  v.  Randall,  99. 

2.  This  case  is  wholly  different  from  that  of  the  holder  of  an  ordinary  order,  as  the 
consignee  of  a  bill  of  lading  has  such  a  property  that  he  can  assign  it  over,  and 
acceptance  in  such  case  is  acceptance  of  the  goods,  takes  the  case  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  vests  the  absolute  dominion  of  the  goods  in  the 
buyer.  If  it  were  otherwise,  still  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to 
judgment,  because  the  delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading  and  the  bill  of  coal  were  made 
at  the  date  of  the  contract,  and-  the  defendant  subsequently  offered  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  a  certain  sum  per  ton  to  take  back  the  goods,  and  release  them  from  the 
contract,  after  which  the  defendants  still  retained  the  bill  of  lading  and  the  bill  of 
goods.    Ibid, 

See  CoNTBACT,  2-8;  Stoppaob  in  Tranbitu,  1-6. 

DEMURRAGE. 

1.  A  vessel  was  chartered  under  a  contract  that  she  was  to  have  "  three  working  days 
to  load  "  at  the  port  of  lading,  and  quick  despatch  in  dischai^ing  at  the  port  of 
discharge.  On  arrival  at  the  port  of  dischai^,  the  master  notified  the  charterers, 
and  was  requested  to  call  the  following  day,  and  received  no  orders  as  to  his  place 
of  discharge  till  after  the  lapse  of  three  days,  when  he  went  to  the  place  to  which  he 
was  directed.  Nothing  appeared  to  show  that  the  delay  was  claimed  as  a  matter 
of  right  by  the  consignees,  but  rather  as  a  request  voluntarily  acceded  to  by  the 
master.  Held,  that  the  libellant  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  rate  of  demurrage 
per  diem,  stipulated  in  the  contract  for  the  three  days'  detention.  Davis  v.  Wallace, 
123. 

2.  After  reaching  the  wharf  designated  by  the  consignees  as  the  place  of  dischai^, 
the  libellant's  vessel  was  detained  four  days  before  the  unloading  was  completed : 
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three  by  reason  of  the  berth  at  the  wharf  being  oocnpied  bj  another  yessel  for 
whose  departure  the  libellant  was  compelled  to  wait ;  one  in  consequence  of  the 
lack  of  teams  to  take  the  cargo  away.  Hdd^  that  libellant  was  entitled  to  recorer 
the  stipulated  demurrage  per  diem  tor  tliese  four  days  of  delay.    lUd. 

3.  The  contract  in  this  case  contained  a  clause  that  the  cargo  should  be  "  received 
and  delivered  at  the  ports  of  lading  and  discharging  as  customary."  Htldt  that 
this  clause  referred  to  the  manner  of  receiving  and  delivering  the  cargo,  and  had 
no  reference  to  the  question  whether  the  libellant's  vessel  was  justly  required  to 
wait  her  turn  at  the  wharf,  where  she  was  ordered  to  discharge  by  the  consignees. 
Ibid. 

4.  Consignees  cannot  select  a  place  of  discharge  within  a  port  which  would  nececsi- 
tate  greater  delay  in  discharging  than  the  charter  allowed.    lUd, 

5.  Proof  of  usage  at  a  port,  in  respect  to  the  reception  or  delivery  of  a  cargo,  may 
be  received  to  interpret  the  meaning  of  obscure  or  equivocal  language  in  a  contract, 
or  in  the  absence  of  express  stipulation,  but  demurrage  is  a  matter  of  contract,  the 
provisions  of  which  usage  cannot  modify.    Ibid. 

DEPOSITION. 
See  Eyidkkcb,  9. 

DISTRICT  JUDGE. 
See  Bill  of  Exceptionb,  2-7. 

DUTIES  ON  IMPORTS. 

1.  Under  the  act  of  the  Sd  of  March,  1865,  the  dutiable  value  of  imported  merchan- 
dise is  the  actual  market  value,  or  wholesale  price  thereof  at  the  period  of  expor> 
tation  to  the  United  States,  in  the  principal  markets  of  the  country  from  which 
the  same  was  exported,  without  any  addition  for  commissions,  brokerage,  costs  of 
transportation,  shipment,  or  transshipment,  or  other  like  costs  in  placing  the  goods 
on  shipboard.     Cchb  v.  Hamlin ^  191. 

2.  Where  goods  are  purchased  in  the  foreign  market  in  bulk,  and  subsequent  to  the 
purchase  put  into  the  packages,  boxes,  or  coverings  by  the  buyer  for  convenience 
or  preservation,  actual  market  value  does  not  include  such  packing,  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1865.    Ibid. 

3.  The  repeal  of  the  paragraph  in  §  5  of  the  act  of  June  30, 1864,  imposing  a  duty 
of  ten  per  centum  ad  valorem,  on  lastings,  mohair-cloth,  etc.,  did  not  revive  or  leave 
in  operation  the  corresponding  provision,  expressed  in  the  same  words,  in  §  6  of 
the  act  of  July  14,  1862.    Butler  v.  Rustel,  251. 

4.  In  the  exposition  of  statutes  the  court  aims  to  learn  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture.   Ibid. 

5.  If  there  are  several  statutes  relating  to  the  same  subject,  they  are  to  be  taken 
together  and  compared,  as  parts  of  one  system.    Ibid. 

6.  When  accurately  ascertained,  the  real  intent  of  the  legislature  should  always  pre- 
vail, even  over  the  literal  sense  of  the  terms  employed,  and  to  the  exclusion  of 
other  rules  devised  by  courts  to  aid  in  the  accomplishment  of  that  object.    Ibid. 

7.  Repeals  by  implication  of  revenue  and  collection  laws  are  not  favored.    Ibid. 

8.  In  order  to  work  a  repeal  by  implication  there  must  be  a  positive  repugnancy 
between  the  provisions  of  the  new  and  old  law.    Ibid. 

9.  Where  the  provisions  of  the  old  statute  are  revised  in  the  later  enactment,  and 
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where  the  later  statute  was  intended  to  prescribe  the  onljr  rales  upon  the  subject, 
the  subsequent  is  held  to  repeal  the  former  statute.    IbitL 

10.  When  a  revising  statute  covers  the  whole  subject-matter  of  antecedent  statutes  it 
firtually  repeals  the  former  enactments,  without  any  express  provision  to  that 
effect.    Ibid.        • 

11.  Where  some  parts  of  the  revised  statute  are  omitted  in  the  new  law,  they  are  not, 
in  genera],  to  be  regarded  as  left  in  operation  if  it  clearly  appear  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  cover  the  whole  subject  by  the  revision.    lUd. 

12.  The  general  rule  is  that  a  repeal  of  the  repealing  statute  revives  the  original 
act.    lUd. 

13.  It  could  not  be  supposed  that  Congress  would  repeal  the  provision  of  the  apt  of 
1864,  if  they  had  supposed  or  intended  that  thereby  the  same  provision  in  the  act 
of  1862  would  have  been  revived.    Ibid. 

14.  It  is  the  better  opinion  that  by  the  repeal  of  the  provision  of  §  5  of  the  act  of 
1864,  the  manufactures  in  question  became  dutiable  under  the  preceding  para- 
graph in  the  same  section  which  provides  that  there  shall  be  "  levied  and  collected 
on  bunting  and  all  other  manufactures  of  worsted,"  etc.,  not  otherwise  provided 
for,  a  duty  of  fifty  per  centum  ad  vdwem.    Ibid. 

15.  Although  the  act  of  March  2,  1861,  does  not  enumerate  shingles  sawed,  rived,  or 
shaved,  §  22  of  the  act  provides  that  a  duty  of  thirty  per  cent  shall  be  collected  on 
manufactures  of  wood,  or  of  which  wood  is  the  chief  component  part,  if  imported 
from  a  foreign  country,  and  not  otherwise  provided  for,  and  the  act  of  July  14, 
1862,  provides  for  five  per  cent  ad  valorem  additional.  Held,  that  shingles  were 
within  the  said  provisions  of  the  revenue  laws,  and  were  not  exempted  by  the 
Reciprocity  Treaty  with  Canada,  whence  the  importations  were  made.  StochotU  v. 
The  United  States,  284. 

16.  Debt  is  the  proper  form  of  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  penalties  sued  for  in 
this  case.    Ibid. 

17.  All  penalties  and  forfeitures  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  act  under  which  this 
suit  is  brought,  may  bo  sued  for  and  collected  as  prescribed  by  the  act  to  regulate 
the  collection  of  duties  on  imports  and  tonnage.  3  Stat,  at  Large,  732,  §  5; 
1  Stat  at  Large,  695.    Ibid. 

18.  Recovery  for  the  duties  and  double  values  may  be  had  in  the  same  case.    Ibid. 

19.  Import  duties  are  levied  by  act  of  Congress,  and  when  the  goods  are  imported 
without  paying  or  accounting  for  them,  the  liability  is  complete  for  the  illegal 
importation.    lUd. 

ENLISTMENT. 

1.  If  the  recruit  was  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  his  certificate  under  oath  that  he 
was  of  the  age  required  for  lawful  enlistment,  would  not  be  conclusive  as  to  the 
actual  fact.     Seavey  ei  al.  v.  Seymour,  439. 

2.  The  certificate  of  enlistment  is  not  conclusive  that  th3  recruit  was  of  age  sufficient 
to  enter  into  the  contract.    Ibid. 

See  Habeas  Corpus,  1-5.    Etidekcb,  19.    JuBilDicriON,  3-7. 

EQUITY. 

1.  The  treasurer  of  the  corporation,  respondent,  furnished  to  the  assignee  in  insolvency 
of  the  complainant  an  incorrect  and  untrue  statement  of  the  account  between  them 
and  the  complainant,  by  which  the  assignee  was  induced  to  entertain  a  proposition  to 
withdraw  a  suit  of  the  complainant  against  the  corporation,  and  which  resulted  in 
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the  execution  of  mutual  releases  between  the  assignee  and  the  eorporation  in  respect 
to  all  the  interest  of  the  complainant  The  complainant  never  assented  to  the 
proposition  or  the  settlement,  but  they  were  procured  with  his  assignee,  by  the 
false  statement  of  the  accounts  bj  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation.  Held,  that  the 
complainant  was  entitled  to  a  decree,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  unless  the 
corporation  had  other  defences  which  could  be  sustained.  James  t.  Atlantic  Delaiae 
Co.  614. 

8.  The  settlement  being  prejudicial  to  the  complainant,  the  assignor,  he  was  entitled 
to  the  residue  of  his  estate,  if  any,  in  the  hands  of  the  corporation,  after  his  debts 
outsttmding  at  the  date  of  the  assignment  were  paid.    Rid. 

8.  By  the  extinguishment  of  the  debts  the  assignee  became  the  trustee  of  the  eomplain- 
ant,  and  the  latter  became  clothed  with  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  ofsfiu  que  tnai, 
to  the  same  extent  as  the  creditors  prcTionsly  had  whose  claims  he  had  extinguished. 
Dnd, 

4.  The  complainant  was  the  proper  party  to  come  into  a  Court  of  Equity  and  pnrnie 
the  trust  estate,  it  appearing  that  it  had  been  improperly  parted  with  by  the  trus- 
tee.   Ibid, 

5.  When  the  objects  of  the  trust  are  fulfilled,  equity  will  compel  a  conveyance  to  the 
oofut  que  trusty  he  being  the  sole  beneficiary.    Ibid* 

6.  The  complainant  agreed  with  certain  firms  to  construct  and  put  in  operation  a  fsc- 
tory.  To  obtain  and  secure  a  loan  of  money  from  these  firms,  he  executed  a  mor^ 
gage,  with  power  of  sale  for  breach  of  condition,  to  the  treasurer  of  the  company, 
as  trustee  for  the  corporation,  upon  all  bis  stock  and  interest  in  the  company.  He 
also  executed  to  the  same  firm,  as  trustee  of  the  lenders  of  the  credit,  separate 
mortgages  of  the  same  kind  upon  his  homestead  and  farm,  together  with  other  prop- 
erty. Subsequently  failing,  he  made  an  assignment  of  his  property.  By  the  terms 
of  the  assignment  the  liability  to  the  company  was  made  a  charge  upon  the  assets 
named  in  the  assignment,  with  directions  to  the  assignee  to  apply  all  the  assigned 
estate,  as  he  could,  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract  of  the  assignor  for  the  building 
and  equipment  of  the  mill.  The  assignee  made  an  arrangement  with  the  company 
to  furnish  the  money  to  forward  the  contract  of  the  assignor,  and  charge  the  same 
to  the  assets  in  his  hands.  Under  this  arrangement  the  factory  was  completed. 
The  assignor  continuing  embarrassed,  the  trustee  was  directed  to  advertise  the  prop- 
erties for  sale.  The  assignee  failing  to  raise  the  amount  necessary  to  meet  the 
assignor's  liabilities,  wrote  to  the  treasurer  of  the  company,  demanding  a  statement 
of  the  condition  of  the  company,  so  that  he  could  represent  the  assignor's  stock  in 
its  true  light  and  sell  it  for  its  true  value.  The  trustee  stated  that  such  an  account 
could  not  be  given,  and  the  assignee  then  obtained  an  injunction  restraining  the 
proposed  sale  of  the  stocks  until  the  further  order  of  the  conrt  Certain  of  the 
mortgagor's  creditors  tendered  to  the  company  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt 
which  the  company  refused  to  accept,  and  the  court  passed  an  order  enjoining  the 
sale  unless  the  trustee  would  file  a  stipulation  not  to  enforce  the  mortgage  against 
property  subject  to  thflien  of  the  complainant  in  that  suit.  Two  suits  were  pend- 
ing to  redeem  the  properties  mortgaged,  and  the  order  restraining  the  sale  of  the 
stock  was  in  force  when  the  sale  of  the  homestead  took  place.  On  that  day  the 
trustee  sent  to  the  assignee  a  paper  described  as  a  statement  of  the  company's  affiurs. 
He  afterwards  on  oath  acknowledged  that  it  was  transcribed  from  a  private  memo- 
randum kept  by  him,  and  it  nowhere  appeared  on  the  company's  books.  Beld: 
That|  being  furnished  as  a  copy  from  the  company's  books,  it  must  be  assumed  that 
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the  HMignee  receiTed  it  u  tn  official  account  and  gave  it  full  credence  as  fbmlBhed 
by  the  company's  officers.    Ibid,  622. 

7.  That  the  alleged  statement  was  not  only  false,  but  furnished  with  intent  to  deoeive 
and  deiraud  by  promoting  a  settlement  prejudicial  to  the  mortgagor  and  more 
favorable  to  the  company  than  truth  and  justice  would  admit    Ibid. 

8.  That  in  such  case  the  assignor  is  entitled  to  take  the  residue  of  the  estate  after  hit 
debts  outstanding  at  the  date  of  the  assignment  are  paid.    Ibid. 

9.  That  by  the  extinguishment  of  the  debts  the  assignee  became  the  trustee  of  the 
assignor,  and  the  latter  clothed  with  all  the  rights  of  catui  qve  tnut  to  the  same 
extent  as  the  creditors  previously  had  been  whose  debts  he  had  extinguished ;  and 
consequently  the  complainant  could  come  into  a  Court  of  Equity  and  pursue  the 
trust  estate,  it  having  been  fraudulently  or  improperly  parted  with  by  the  trustee, 
and  that  under  the  decretal  order  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  redeem  the  mort- 
gaged property  just  as  her  intestate  might  have  done,  if  the  settlement  and  release 
had  never  been  executed.    Ibid, 

10.  This  case  was  twice  referred  to  a  master,  but  inasmuch  as  the  exceptions  which 
accompanied  the  respective  reports  made  it  necessary,  if  attempting  to  decide  the 
case  at  this  stage,  for  the  court  to  adjudicate  the  whole  controversy  as  if  no  refer- 
ence had  been  made,  the  court  again  sent  the  whole  case  to  the  master  with  specific 
instructions  for  a  statement  df  the  accounts  between  the  parties.    Ibid, 

See  Jurisdiction,  1;  Plbaoino,  I;  Practicb,  1-6;  Sbparation,  Aorbbmkkt 

OF,  1  -7  ;  Trdst,  2 ;  Will,  1  -4. 

EQUITY  OF  REDEMPTION. 
See  Statutb  of  Limitations,  1-8. 

EQUIVALENTS. 
SeePATBNT,  7-11. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Mere  opinions  of  physicians  that  ill-health,  subsequent  to  an  injury,  wss  occasioned 
by  it,  must  be  received  with  caution,  and  weighed  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  case.    Nichols  v.  Inhabitants  ofBrunswickt  81. 

2.  The  obvious  purpose  of  the  act  of  July  16,  1862,  as  to  the  competency  of  witnesses 
in  the  United  States  courts,  was  to  bring  the  State  and  Federal  courts  into  a  more 
harmonious  course  of  decision  upon  this  subject.    Robinson  v.  Mandell,  169. 

8.  The  effect  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1865,  was  to  produce  diversity  between  the  rules  of 
decision,  in  the  State  and  Federal  courts.    Ibid, 

4.  By  the  act  of  March  3, 1865,  it  is  provided,  that  neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to 
testify  against  the  other,  under  the  circumstances  described  in  the  act,  unless  called 
by  the  opposite  party,  or  required  to  testify  by  the  court.    Ibid 

5.  The  several  acts  of  Congress,  as  to  the  competency  of  witnesses,  indicate  an  intent 
npon  the  part  of  Congress  to  legislate  that  evidence  of  title  to  real  estate  and  rules 
of  decision  in  all  controversies  affecting  rights  of  property  shall  be  the  same  in  the 
Federal  and  State  courts  of  the  same  State  and  district    Ibid. 

6.  Where  an  executor  or  administrator  is  a  party  under  the  law  of  this  State,  the 
other  party  cannot  be  admitted  to  testify  in  his  own  favor,  unless  the  contract  was 
originally  made  with  a  party  who  was  living,  and  competent  to  testify,  and  there- 


688  INDEX. 

fore  the  complainant  in  this  case  was  not  a  competent  witneia  to  testify  to  any 
transaction  with,  or  statement  by,  the  testatrix.    lUd, 

7.  Equity  arknowledges  the  rule  tliat  a  representation  made  by  one  partj  for  the 
purpose  of  influencing  the  conduct  of  the  other  party  will  in  general  be  sufficient  to 
entitle  such  other  party,  if  induced  to  act  upon  such  representation,  to  reUeC   Ibid. 

8.  Such  representations  must  be  proved  by  the  party  who  alleges  they  were  made. 
Ibid, 

9.  The  objections  were  taken  to  the  admissibility  of  a  deposition  :  1.  That  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  magistrate  had  examined  the  deponent ;  2.  That  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  magistrate  had  reduced,  or  caused  to  be  reduced,  to  writing  the  deponent's 
answers.  3.  That  it  did  not  appear  that  the  magistrate  had  reduced,  or  caused  to 
be  reduced,  to  writing  the  answers  of  deponent  in  his  presence.  The  retnni  stated 
that,  1.  "An  examination  on  oath  of  the  deponent  was  had  before  me."  2.  Cross 
and  direct  interrogatories  accompanied  the  commission,  and  the  magistrate's  return 
was,  "  the  following  are  the  answers,'*  to  the  direct  and  cross  interrogatories,  and 
also  that  **  the  signatures  of  the  deponent  affixed  to  this  deposition  are  in  his  hand> 
writing,  and  made  in  my  presence."  Held,  that  as  the  magistrate  was  to  permit  no 
person  other  than  a  clerk  to  be  present  at  the  examination  except  himself  and  the 
deponent,  and  as  it  did  not  appear  that  a  clerk  was  appointed,  the  presumption  was 
that  no  one  was  present  but  the  deponent  and  th^  magistrate,  and,  if  not,  then 
either  the  magistrate  or  the  deponent  must  be  presumed  to  hare  written  the  an- 
swers, and,  if  by  either,  the  first  and  second  objections  failed.  3.  The  fact  that  the  sig- 
natures affixed  were  those  of  the  deponent  and  made  in  the  presence  of  the  magis- 
trate is  an  answer  to  the  third  objection.     Sfockweil  y^  The  United  States,  884. 

10.  Parol  evidence  as  to  the  usage  of  trade  is  admissible  relating  to  a  written  contiact 
in  two  classes  of  cases :  Where  the  evidence  is  offered  to  prove  that  the  words  used 
in  the  contract  are  employed  in  a  peculiar  sense  in  the  particular  trade  to  which  the 
contract  relates ;  where  the  purpose  of  the  evidence  is  to  annex  incidents  to  the  con- 
tract in  matters  upon  which  the  contract  is  silent  Heam  v.  New  England  Mutual 
Marine  Insurance  Co.,  318. 

11.  In  the  latter  case,  however,  the  peculisr  meaning  which  it  is  proposed  to  attach  to 
the  words  must  not  either  expressly  or  by  implication  vaiy  the  terms  of  the  written 
instrument.    Ibid. 

12.  Such  evidence  is  admissible  to  define  what  would  otherwise  be  indefinite  and 
obscure,  and  always  with  a  view  to  give  expression  to  the  presumed  intention  of  the 
parties.    Ibid. 

13.  Under  the  policy  in  this  case,  parol  evidence  to  the  efiect  that  it  is  the  usage  for 
vessels  bound  from  Liverpool  and  back,  to  discharge  at  one  port  and  then  to  proceed 
to  a  second  port  for  a  return  cargo,  was  not  admissible  to  avoid  the  effect  of  a  devi- 
ation.   Ibid. 

14.  If  admitted,  it  would  extend  the  voyage  and  increase  the  risk  beyond  what  the 
language  employed  warrants  the  court  in  believing  the  parties  had  in  contemplation. 
Ibid. 

15.  Depositions  offered  to  show  that  on  a  voyage  of  this  kind  the  vessel  might,  under 
a  usage,  go  to  a  second  port  in  Cuba  to  load,  were  admitted  de  bene  esse,  Hearn  v. 
Equitable  Sti/ety  Insurance  Co.,  828. 

16.  It  does  not  establish  a  usage  that  vessels  have  the  right  to  so  go  to  a  second  port 
in  Cuba  and  load,  under  a  policy  in  the  terms  of  this  one,  to  show  that  Cuba  char- 
ters from  Liverpool  and  back  contain  an  express  stipulation  that  the  charteien 
shall  have  the  option  of  a  second  port  of  loading.    Ibid, 
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17.  Matter  of  contract  and  usage  or  eridence  of  asage  are  quite  different    Snd, 

18.  Correspondence  between  insurer  and  insured  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  policj 
is  inadmissible  to  Tary  the  terms  of  the  policy,  but  the  court  thought  it  proper  to 
examine  the  letters.    IhieL 

19.  Upon  an  application  for  a  writ  of  habea$  corpus  before  the  District  Court,  there 
was  no  defence  that  the  recruit  was  awaiting  a  trial  under  a  charge  of  desertion  be- 
fore a  military  court,  and  no  eridence  to  that  effect  introduced  before  that  court :  Held, 
that  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  before  the  Circuit  Court,  the  suggestion  that  that 
fiict  was  shown  by  the  return  could  not  avail  the  respondent,  because  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Circuit  Court  in  this  case  was  purely  appellate,  Seavetf  et  al.  r.  Seymour,  439. 

220.  Repeated  decisions  of  the  Federal  Courts  have  established  the  rule  that  oral  evi- 
dence is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  deed  absolute  on  its  fieu»,  was 
intended  as  a  mortgage,  and  that  the  defeasance  was  omitted  from  mutual  confi- 
dence between  the  parties.    Amireufs  v.  Hifde,  51d. 

SI.  The  evidence  to  prove  the  agreement  ought  to  be  clear  and  satisfactory,  as  the 
rule  is  one  of  exceptional  character  in  the  law  of  evidence.    lUd, 

22.  Where  the  evidence  to  prove  the  agreement,  was  that  of  only  one  of  the  parties, 
the  other  having  deceased,  and  was  uncorroborated  by  any  word  or  act  of  the  other, 
proof  of  friendly  relations  existing  between  the  parties  is  not  sufficient  where  the 
evidence  is  otherwise  subject  to  doubt    Ibid, 

23.  Where  witnesses  are  not  excluded  on  account  of  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit, 
the  rule  still  applies  that  their  veracity  or  impartiality  may  be  affected  by  such  in- 
terest   Ibid, 

24.  Something  is  due  in  such  a  case  as  this,  to  the  denials  of  the  answer  to  the  effect 
that  the  conveyances  were  not  made  as  security  for  any  indebtedness.    JUd, 

25.  Where  the  allegation  of  the  bill  is  that  certain  real  estate  was  conveyed  to  a  de- 
ceased person  as  security  for  a  debt,  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  upon 
the  uncorroborated  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  and  certainly  not  unless  his  state- 
ments are  positive,  and  he  appears  to  be  without  pr^udice,  bias,  or  interest  adverse 
to  the  respondent    Ibid, 

26.  It  is  the  settled  rule  in  the  Federal  Courts  that  oral  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  that  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  was  intended  as  a  mortgage.  Amory  v.  Lauh 
rence,  523. 

27.  Where  a  contract  was  alleged  to  be  shown  by  letters,  it  was  hdd  that  all  objec- 
tion to  their  adnussibility  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  stamped — the  act  of 
Congress  then  requiring  cofUrcuis  in  writing  to  be  stamped  —  was  waived  by  the 
annexing  of  the  letters,  without  reservation,  to  the  agreed  statement  of  facts  under 
which  the  case  was  submitted.    Snow  et  al,  v.  Miles,  608. 

See  Bill  of  Exceptions,  4,  6, 7.    Confbsbions,  1  -  S,  5,  7. 

EXPERTS. 
See  Eyidbnoe. 

FACTS,  AGREED  STATEMENT  OF. 

Objections  to  the  form  of  an  action  are  usually  considered  as  waived  by  the  submis- 
sion of  a  case  to  the  deciidon  of  the  court  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  unless 
such  objections  are  expressly  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  tribunal  to  which 
the  submission  is  made.    Snow  et  al,  v.  Miles,  608. 

See  Evidence,  27. 
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FORFKlTUUIi. 

I.  Where  goods  an  withdrawn  from  «  United  States  bonded  wnrehonae  hj  tnmi,  Um 
pennit  so  obtained  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  the  person  pefpetratiqg  the  frnod  has  no 
Biore  right  to  the  possession  of  the  merchandise  than  if  the  same  had  been  taken  If 
force  or  had  been  stolen  by  him.     United  State$Y.  Bamis  of  SpiHt9,^l, 

t.  Goods  lemoTed  from  a  United  States  bonded  warehouse  bj  consent  of  the  ooUeelor 
obtained  hj  fraud  are  subject  to  forfeiture.    Ibid. 

8.  YHiere  a  person  purchases  goods  as  agent  for  another,  knowing  that  the  same  had 
been  removed  before  the  taxes  were  paid,  from  a  United  States  bonded  warehwue 
bj  fraud,  the  principal  would  be  bound  bj  the  knowledge  of  the  agent    Ibid, 

i.  The  jurj  must  find  in  such  case  that  the  agent  was  cognisant  of  the  fraud  at  ths 
time  he  made  the  purchase,  else  they  would  not  be  justified  in  finding  that  the  prin- 
cipal was  afiected  by  the  antecedent  knowledge  of  the  agent.    Ibid, 

§.  Where  spirits  fraudul^itly  withdrawn  from  a  bonded  warehouse  were  seiasd  for 
nonpayment  of  the  taxes  thereon,  after  they  had  been  mixed  at  a  rectifying  establish- 
ment with  others  belonging  to  the  claimants,  so  that  they  could  not  be  distinguished, 
it  was  hdd  that  the  United  States  were  entitled  to  a  forfeiture  of  a  fair  proportion 
of  the  mixture,  even  though  the  mixture  might  hare  been  innocently  made,  provided 
the  jury  were  satisfied  from  the  evidence,  and  under  the  instmctiona  of  the  coait, 
that  the  spirits  fraudulently  withdrawn  would  have  been  by  law  liable  to  forfiatnrs, 
if  they  had  not  been  so  mingled  with  others.    Ibid, 

6.  The  right  of  the  United  States  to  a  forfeiture  cannot  be  destroyed  by  the  inlvmix- 
ture  of  the  liquors  fraudulently  taken  from  the  warehouse,  with  others  not  subject 
to  forfeiture.    Ibid, 

7.  If  spirits  liable  to  forfeiture  in  consequence  of  fraudulent  removal  frx>m  a  United 
States  bonded  warehouse  and  for  nonpayment  of  taxes,  were  frnudulently  mixed 
with  others  by  the  claimants  and  belonging  to  them,  in  order  to  destroy  the 
identity  of  the  goods  so  fraudulently  removed,  then  the  entire  quantity  is  forfeited. 
Ibid. 

8.  This  rule  is  never  applied  where  the  goods  can  be  separated  and  distinguished. 
Ibid. 

9.  If  the  claimants  knew,  when  they  made  the  mixture,  that  the  spirits  which  they 
mixed  with  their  own  had  been  fraudulently  withdrawn  from  the  bonded  waxehouM, 
then  the  spirits  seized  would  be  liable  to  forreiture.    IbieL 

10.  The  rule  might  be  otherwise  whore  the  efiect  of  the  intermixture  was  to  convert 
the  substances  into  a  new  species,  unless  the  new  species  can  be  reduced  to  its  cle 
ments.    Ibid. 

II.  Wherever  goods  of  a  similar  kind  are  innocently  intermixed,  so  that  they  cannot 
be  distinguished,  and  they  are  not  substantially  destroyed,  as  by  the  production  of  s 
difierent  species,  the  several  owners  may  reclaim  their  respective  shares,  and  take 
possession  of  the  same  wherever  they  can  find  them,  if  they  can  do  so  without  a 
breach  of  the  peace,  or  they  may  bring  trover  for  the  value  of  their  proportioos, 
against  the  person  in  possession,  after  demand  and  notice.    Ibid. 

12.  Under  the  act  of  July  18, 1866,  where  spirits  on  which  taxes  wero  imposed  were 
found  in  the  custody  of  the  claimants,  after  fraudulent  removal  from  the  warehouse, 
with  the  taxes  unpaid,  it  must  be  assumed,  after  a  finding  of  the  jnry,  like  the  ons 
in  this  case,  that  the  claimants  held  them  for  the  purpose  of  selling  and  ramoval  in 
frtiud  of  the  revenue.    Ibid. 

18.  A  purchaser  of  distilled  spirits,  ignorant  at  the  time  of  the  purchaaa  dmt  the 
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Spirits  had  been  frandiileDtly  remored  from  a  bonded  wmhonse,  or  that  the  tax 
imposed  thereon  had  not  been  paid,  acquires  his  title  only  bj  snch  parchase,  and 
if  the  property  in  the  spirits  claimed  by  the  vendor  had  been  absolntely  forfeited  to 
the  United  States  before  the  sale,  then  the  vendee  can  acquire  no  title ;  but  where 
the  verdict  of  the  jory  had  established  the  fact  of  the  innocenoe  of  the  purchaser 
and  claimant,  the  question  is  whether  the  goods  had  been  forfeited  to  the  United 
States  before  the  contract  of  sale.  The  liability  of  the  goods  to  forfeiture  in 
snch  case  must  be  deduced  from  the  acts  of  the  first  owner  and  seller  alone.  United 
Sialm  V.  BamU  ofSpiriU,  808. 

14.  Forfeitures  made  absolute  by  statute  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  commission 
of  the  wrongful  acts  prohibited  by  statute,  and  the  title  vests  immediately  in  the 
government  on  the  commission  of  the  wrongful  acts.    Ibid, 

15.  But  where  there  is  more  than  one  remedy  provided  by  statute,  and  the  govern- 
ment has  an  election  to  proceed  for  the  forfeiture  or  in  some  other  way  not  involv- 
ing a  forfeiture,  the  title  to  the  property  does  npt  vest  in  the  United  States  prior  to 
the  seizure  or  performance  of  some  act  which  amounts  to  such  election.    Ibid. 

16.  Congress  has  the  power  to  decide  in  what  event  a  divestiture  of  title  shall  take 
place,  and  where  the  act  declares  without  any  election  of  remedies  that  forfeiture 
shall  take  place  upon  the  commission  of  the  wrongful  act,  the  court  must  carry  the 
provision  into  effect,  even  against  innocent  purchasers,  where  the  title  is  consum- 
mated by  seizure,  suit,  judgment,  and  condemnation.    Ibid. 

17.  Where  the  language  is  doubtful,  resort  must  be  had  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  con- 
struction, and  the  rules  of  the  common  law  applicable  to  the  subject  of  forfeiture. 
Ibid. 

18.  The  title  of  the  wrong-doer  remains  unaffected  by  his  wrongful  acts  nntil  suit, 
seizure,  and  judgment  or  decree,  but  where  the  act  of  Congress  so  provides,  and 
there  is  no  election  of  remedies,  the  judgment  or  decree  divests  his  title  from  the 
date  of  the  wrongful  acts.    Ibid. 

19.  §  45  of  the  act  of  July  13, 1866,  provides  that  "all  distilled  spirits  found  else- 
where than  in  a  bonded  warehouse,  not  having  been  removed  fh>m  such  ware- 
house according  to  law,  and  the  tax  imposed  by  law  on  the  same  not  having  been 
paid,  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  or  may  immediately  upon  discovery  be 
seized,  and  after  the  assessment  of  the  tax  thereon  be  sold  by  the  collector  for  the 
tax  and  expenses  of  seizure  and  sale."  Held,  that  under  this  statute  the  judgment 
or  decree  only  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  seizure,  and  does  not  overreach  the 
title  of  an  innocent  purchaser  acquired  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  wrongful  acts 
and  before  the  seizure.    Ibid. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

1.  Under  §  14  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  justices  ef  the  Supreme  Court  and  District 
Courts  have  power  to  grant  writs  of  kabeoi  oorpue  where  a  person  is  impruoned  or 
restrained  of  his  liberty,  for  the  purpose  of  inquiry  into  the  cause  of  the  commit- 
ment ;  but  the  writ  in  no  case  extends  to  prisoners  in  jail,  unless  when  they  are  in 
custody  under  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  are  conunitted 
for  trial  before  some  court  of  the  same,  or  are  to  be  brought  into  a  court  to  testiQr. 
Seaveg  etoLv.  Seymour,  489. 

S.  Under  that  act  a  Circuit  Court  has  no  authority  to  re-examine  a  decision  of  a 
District  Court    Ibid, 

8.  The  first  section  of  the  act  of  February  5, 1867,  confers  upon  all  the  Judges  and 
Justices  of  the  Courts  of  the  United  States,  in  addition  to  the  authority  previously 
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conferred,  power  to  gnni  writs  of  htdfeas  eorjmi  in  all  cues  wbere  anj  person  maj 
be  restrained  of  his  or  her  liber^  in  riolation  of  the  Conadtutiofi  or  anj  law  or 
treatj  of  the  United  States,  and  gires  an  appeal  from  the  dedaion  of  an  inferior  to 
the  Circait  Court.    Ibid, 

4.  In  case  of  the  enlistment  into  the  senrice  of  the  United  Statea,  without  the  ooii- 
sent  of  parent  or  guardian,  of  a  person  under  eighteen  jears  of  age,  on  a  hearing 
under  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  habea$  corpus,  parol  eridenoe  is  admissible  to  show 
the  age  of  the  recruit.    Ibid, 

5.  The  return  on  the  writ  should  be  signed  hj  the  person  to  whom  it  was  directed. 
The  proper  course  is  for  the  petitioner  to  make  his  answer  to  the  xetum  on  the 
writ,  and  not  to  make  his  allegations  in  full  in  the  petition.    Ibid. 

HIGHWAYS. 

1 .  The  surface  of  a  travelled  street  or  highwaj,  about  two  rods  wide,  in  a  Tillage, 
was  in  all  respects  in  good  condition,  and  had  been  repaired  from  time  to  time  hj 
the  town  authorities.  At  a  certain  point  by  the  side  of  the  road  was  a  cellar, 
about  four  feet  deep,  the  line  of  the  wall  of  which  extended  within  the  line  of  the 
street.  No  building  had  existed  orer  the  cellar  for  a  period  of  about  eight  jears, 
nor  had  the  town,  for  about  that  period  of  time,  erected  or  maintained  anj  guard 
or  railing  against  the  excavation.  Held,  that  this  was  not,  under  the  statute  of 
Maine,  such  a  condition  of  repair  as  to  be  safe  and  oonrenient  for  travellers  with 
teams,  horses,  and  carriages.    Nichols  r.  Inhabitcmts  o/ Brunswick,  81. 

S.  An  accident  occurred  at  this  point  under  the  following  circumstances :  A  person 
driving  one  horse  in  a  chaise  stopped  near  the  cellar,  and  turned  the  animal  to  one 
side,  in  order  to  admit  some  one  into  the  carriage.  The  drirer  then  attempted  to 
turn  the  horse  sufficiently  to  bring  him  into  the  road,  but  the  horse  came  back  too 
far,  and  began  to  back ;  he  then  slapped  the  animal  with  the  reins  to  start  him 
forward,  and  the  horse  stopped,  but  the  rear  wheels  were  then  passing  over  the 
cellar-wall,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  attempting  to  jump  out,  was  caught  by  the  fender, 
and  together  with  horse  and  vehicle  fell  into  the  cellar.  Held,  that  these  &ct8 
were  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  defience  of  want  of  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
on  the  part  of  the  person  injured.    Ibid. 

9.  Under  these  drcnmstances,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  damages  against  the 
town  for  the  injuries  received  in  consequence  of  a  defective  highway.  As  to  the 
amount,  the  plaintiff  is  to  recover  a  just  compensation  for  his  injuries,  which  are  to 
be  estimated  by  an  examination  of  all  the  facts  of  the  accident,  and  of  the  plaintiff's 
condition  in  consequence  thereof.    Ibid. 

IMPORTS. 
See  DuTiBS  on  Imports,  I,S. 

INCOME  TAX. 

1.  On  May  1, 1866,  a  tax  was  assessed  upon  the  income  of  the  plaintiff's  testatrix, 
from  the  1st  of  January,  1865,  to  July  2,  1865,  the  day  of  the  testatrix's  decease. 
The  amount  of  the  tax  was  paid  under  protest,  by  Uie  plaintiff,  as  executor,  to 
prevent  the  distraint  of  property,  and  he  brought  suit  to  recover  the  amoont. 
Held,  that  the  tax  was  legally  assessed  against,  and  collectible  from,  the  plaintiff 
as  executor.    Mamddl  v.  Pierce,  134. 

S.  The  liability  in  this  case  accrued  in  the  lifetime  of  the  recipieht  of  the  income,  at 
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Tvhose  death  it  passes  over  to  the  execator  or  administrator,  as  a  deht  against  th« 
estate.'  Ibid. 

3.  When  the  recipient  dies  within  the  year,  the  return  mast  be  made  by  the  executor 
or  administrator.    Ibid, 

4.  The  tax  is  imposed  upon  the  income  of  the  property  of  the  decedent,  and  the 
liability  is  not  discharged  becanse  the  decease  occurs  before  the  time  appointed  by 
law  for  making  the  return  upon  which  the  tax  is  predicated.    Ibid, 

See  Ikterkal  Retbnue. 

INDICTMENT. 

1.  The  indictment  averred  that  the  alleged  crime  was  committed  in  and  on  board  of  a 
certain  ship  called  the  Junior,  then  and  there  owned  by  and  belonging  to  the  fonr 
persons  therein  named,  all  of  whom  are  alleged  to  be  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  also  contained  the  further  allegation  that  all  the  criminal  acts  of  the  prisoner 
were  committed  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any 
particular  State  of  the  United  States.  Held,  that  there  is  a  sufficient  averment  that 
the  Circuit  Court  had  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  injured  party  was  within  and  under 
the  protection  of  the  United  States,  and  in  the  peace  thereol  United  StaU$  v. 
Plumer,  28. 

2.  In  this  record  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  prisoner  was  permitted  his  right  of 
challenge.    Ibid, 

3.  By  this  record  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  prisoner  was  present  at  the  impanel- 
ling of  the  jury,  and  when  the  verdict  was  rendered  by  the  jury.    Ibid, 

4.  All  the  counts  in  this  indictment  held  good ;  but  granting  that  some  are  bad  and 
some  good,  the  verdict  should  stand.    Ibid, 

5.  The  use  of  the  past  tense  in  this  record  is  no  valid  objection  to  the  record.    Ibid, 

6.  It  sufficiently  appears  in  and  by  the  record  that  issue  was  joined.    Ibid, 

7.  When  the  docket  entries  show  that  the  list  of  witnesses  was  furnished  the  prisoner 
in  a  capital  case,  and  the  record  shows  that  the  prisoner  acknowledged  in  open 
court,  before  the  jury  was  empanelled,  that  he  did  receive  it  two  entire  days  prior 
to  that  time,  it  sufficiently  appears  that  such  list  was  furnished  as  required.    Ibid, 

8.  It  sufficiently  appears  in  and  by  this  record  of  what  felony  the  prisoner  was  con- 
victed and  for  what  he  was  sentenced.    Ibid,  # 

9.  The  designation  "  foreman,"  appended  to  the  name  of  the  person  signing  the  in- 
dictment as  such,  is  sufficient,  as  the  designation  "  foreman  "  refers  to  the  introduce 
tory  clause  of  the  indictment,  and  to  the  record,  as  verifying  the  legal  inference  that 
"  foreman  "  means  foreman  of  the  grand  jury.    Ibid, 

10.  Under  §  44  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  March,  1867,  it  was  objected  to  an  indictmeni 
that  it  did  not  sufficiently  allege  that  the  accused  had  attempted  to  account  for  oer- 
tain  of  his  property  by  fictitious  losses,  and  that  he  had  secreted  and  concealed 
certain  portions  of  his  property,  after  the  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy. The  indictment  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  lawfully  adjudged  a  bank- 
rupt ;  that  after  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  he  was  required  by 
the  District  Court  to  submit  to  examination  on  oath  as  to  the  disposal  and  condi- 
tion of  his  property ;  that  such  examination  was  held ;  that  the  bankrupt  was 
sworn  to  make  true  answers ;  and  that  he  attempted  to  account  for  a  certain  item 
of  property,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  by  a  fictitious  loss.  Beld,  that  tho 
objection  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  allegation  could  not  be  sustained.  Uniioi 
StaUiY.  CVofie,  211. 
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11.  An  ftTerment  in  the  indictment  that  the  defendant  was  lawfnUy  acQndged  a  htnk- 
rapt  was  sufficient  to  admit  the  record.    Ibid, 

12.  Such  an  averment  is  onlj  a  preliminary  allegation  to  let  in  the  record  of  the  exam- 
ination, which  is  itself  a  proceeding  in  bankraptcj.    Ibid. 

18.  The  objection  that  the  averment  of  a  conclusion  is  insufficient  is  not  applicaUe  to 
the  one  in  this  case,  which  was  only  essential  to  lay  the  foundation  for  theadmisskm 
of  the  record  to  which  it  refers.    Ibid. 

14.  If  this  were  not  so,  then  it  would  be  necessary  to  set  out  the  whole  record  in  the 
indictment.    Ibid, 

15.  Where  in  an  indictment  it  was  alleged  in  substance  that  the  property  felselj 
accounted  for  belonged  to  the  bankrapt  and  was  assignable  under  the  Bankrupt 
Act,  kdd,  that  such  averment  was  equivalent  to  charging  that  the  property  was  that 
of  the  defendant    Ibid. 

INEVITABLE  ACCIDENT. 
See  Collision,  10. 

INFRINGEMENT. 
See  Patbmt,  6  - 11, 17,  88,  29, 82. 

INSURANCE. 

1.  A  stock  of  sugars  was  insured  under  a  time-poUcy,  which  contained  the  condition 
that  if  the  property  should  be  sold  or  conveyed  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  if  the  policy 
should  be  assigned  without  the  consent  of  the  company,  the  risk  should  cease;  bat 
if  the  assured  should  sell  the  property,  or  part  thereof,  before  the  expiration  of  the 
policy,  the  same  might  be  continued  for  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser,  if  the  company 
gave  their  consent,  to  be  evidenced  by  a  certificate  of  the  fact  or  by  Indorsement 
on  the  policy.  Shortly  after  the  date  of  the  policy  the  assured  sold  the  pn^)erty  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  day  of  the  completion  of  the  delivery  indorsed  the  policy 
to  him  as  follows :  "  Payable  in  case  of  loss  to  Edward  C.  Bates."    The  policy 

'  was  sent  to  the  defendants  with  the  request  that  they  would  approve  the  indoise- 
ment.  It  was  approved  in  the  following  terms :  "  Consent  is  hereby  given  to  the 
above  indorsement."    At  the  time  of  the  loss  the  plaintiff  had  on  hand  a  quantity 

*  of  sugars  equal  to  that  which  was  owned  by  the  assured  at  the  date  of  the  policy. 
Bdd,  that  the  indorsenftnts  on  the  back  of  the  policy  were  not  a  compliance  with 
the  conditions  of  the  policy  in  case  of  sale.  Under  those  conditions  the  policy 
would  not  continue  for  the  benefit  of  a  purchaser,  and  the  consent  of  the  company 
to  the  change  of  ownership  must  be  evidenced  substantially  as  required  in  the  con- 
ditional clause.    Bates  v.  EquitabU  Fire  and  Marine  Inntranee  Co.,  215. 

2  Upon  sale  of  the  property  without  the  antecedent  consent  of  the  company  the  risk 
ceased,  and  the  policy  became  void,  unless  the  consent  of  the  company  thereto  was 
subsequently  obtained.    Ibid. 

8.  The  purchase  was  made,  but  the  consent  of  the  company  to  the  transfer  was  not 
obtained,  and  they  had  no  notice  of  it  prior  to  the  loss.  They  consented,  in  case 
the  property  of  the  assured  was  destroyed,  they  would  pay  the  amount  to  the 
plaintiff,  not  that  the  policy  should  continue  for  the  benefit  of  any  one  other  than 
the  insured.    Ibid. 

4.  The  defendant  insured  a  vessel  lost  or  not  lost  for  the  term  of  one  year,  taking  the 
risk  at  sea,  and  in  port,  in  dock,  and  on  ways,  with  permission  to  sail  with  or  with- 
out pilots,  and  to  tow  and  assist  vessels  in  all  situations.  Liability  not  to  attach 
for  any  breakage  of  machinery  or  bursting  of  boiler  unless  caused  by  strandmg  or 
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coUision.  The  ondenrviten  were  to  be  liable  if  the  yesBel  should  take  fire,  and 
any  part  of  the  machinery  or  boilers  was  thereby  damaged.  When  insored,  the 
Teasel  was  laid  up.  After  insurance  she  was  chartered  to  the  United  States  gor- 
emroent  to  be  used  as  a  goyemment  transport,  bnt  not  to  go  to  any  place  where 
there  was  not  sofficienl  depth  of  water  for  her  to  go  in  safety.  She  was  sent  by  a 
military  officer  of  the  United  States  to  Hatteras  Inlet.  When  starting  for  that 
plJM^  her  destination  was  not  known  to  her  owner,  but  was  to  the  charterers  and 
their  agents,  as  was  also  the  fact  that  she  was  to  cross  the  bar  at  the  Inlet  She 
proceeded  to  her  destination,  and  remained  outside  the  bar'  until  ordered  from  a 
goTemment  tug  to  follow  the  tog  OTer  the  bar.  In  following  the  order  she  struck 
on  the  bar,  was  driyen  among  breakers  and  became  a  complete  wreck.  The  order 
to  cross  the  bar  was  from  the  military  commander  of  the  expedition  acting  under 
the  authority  of  the  government  of  the  United  Sutes.  The  draught  of  the  yessel 
and  the  depth  of  water  on  the  bar  were  known  to  the  master  of  the  tug.  The 
water  was  so  shoal  that  a  vessel  of  the  size,  draught,  and  build  of  the  insured  one 
could  not  reasonably  be  expected  to  cross  in  safety,  and  such  striking  would  natn  • 
rally  result  in  her  loss.  There  was  a  strong  wind  and  a  high  sea.  The'attempt  to 
cross  the  bar  was  rash,  hasardous,  and  unjustifiable.  Held,  the  orders  of  the  g&Or 
eral  commanding  must  be  considered  as  if  given  by  the  President.  But  the  United 
States  were  the  charterers,  and  must  be  regarded  as  the  agents  of  the  owners,  and 
the  question  was  the  same  as  if  the  owners  themsdves  had  given  the  order  to  cross 
the  bar,  instead  of  a  military  commander  in  the  United  States  army,  and  the  same 
consequences  ensued,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  WiUianu  v.  New 
England  Mutual  Marine  Insurance  Co.,  244. 

5.  Insurance  money  may  be  recovered  where  losses  were  remotely  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  or  misconduct  of  the  master  of  the  vessel,  if  proximately  caused  by  the 
perils  insured  against    Ibid. 

6.  Bnt  the  insured  cannot  recover  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  his  own  wrongful  act,  or 
by  that  of  any  agent  for  whose  conduct  he  is  responsible.    Ibid. 

7.  Policies  of  insurance  are  regarded  as  commercial  instruments,  and  are  liberally  con- 
strued ;  but  no  evidence  of  any  usage  or  custom  can  be  admitted  to  vary  or  explain 
their  terms  when  precise  and  clear.  Heam  v.  New  England  Mutwd  Marine  Insurance 
Co.,  318. 

8.  The  voyage  was  described  in  the  policy  as  follows :  "  at  and  from  Liverpool  to  port 
in  Cuba,  and  at  and  thence  to  port  of  advice  and  discharge."  Held,  that  "  port" 
cannot  be  construed  to  mean  **  ports,"  or  "  port  or  ports/'  and  the  .'going  to  a 
second  port  in  Cuba  constituted  a  deviation.    Ibid. 

9.  Whether  the  policy  was  drawn  in  accordance  with  the  contract  disclosed  by  the  let- 
ters is  not  a  question  for  determination  in  a  suit  at  law ;  it  must  be  understood  im 
this  case  in  this  form  that  all  negotiations  Antecedent  to  the  date  of  the  policy  were 
merged  in  the  written  instrument    Heam  v.  EguiUdile  Safety  Insurance  Co.,  328. 

10.  The  policy  only  authorized  a  voyage  to  a  port  of  disduurge  in  Cuba,  and  at  and 
thence  to  port  of  advice.    Ibid. 

11.  The  terms  in  a  policy  Qf  insurance  were  "to  a  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba  and  at 
and  thence  to  a  port  of  advice."  Held,  that  the  policy  protected  the  insured  in  a 
voyage  from  the  port  of  loading  to  a  port  of  discharge  in  Cuba,  and  at  and  thenoe 
to  the  port  of  advice.    Ibid, 

IS.  It  cannot  be  made  to  give  any  further  protection  without  adding  words  to  the 

contract    Ibid, 
13.  Where  a  vessel  is  insured,  sufos  loss  and  damage  by  coUision  with  another  ret. 
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sell  and  recoTen  from  the  owners  thereof  npon  the  gronnd  diat  inch  Teeeel  wu  hi 
fault  and  the  cause  of  the  disaster,  the  amount  so  recoyered  is  no  bar  to  a  further 
recovery  from  the  underwriters,  if  it  can  he  shown  that  the  amount  recovered  in  the 
collision  suit  is  not  equal  to  what  it  cost  to  repair  the  damages  consequent  npon  the 
collision.    New  England  Mutual  Marine  Irunranee,  Co,  y.  Dunham,  938. 

14.  If  the  insured  acts  with  diligence  and  in  good  ftith  be  maj  pursue  his  remedj 
against  the  colliding  vessel,  and  then,  in  his  adjustment  with  his  underwriters,  he  b 
obliged  to  account  only  for  what  he  received  from  the  owners  of  die  vessel  in  fiuilt 
Ibid. 

15.  The  owners  of  the  injured  vessel  may  proceed  and  recover,  and  if  they  recover  Ml 
satisfaction,  or  without  suit  accept  satisfaction,  such  satisfiu^n  is  a  discharge  of  all 
the  parties  liable.    Ibid, 

16.  In  this  case  the  underwriters  are  liable  for  the  damage  by  contract,  and  the  vessel 
causing  the  injury,  for  a  marine  tort,  and  the  party  injured  may  elect  against  which 
he  will  proceed.    Ibid, 

17.  The  well-settied  rule  in  collision  cases  is,  in  the  Federal  courts,  that  the  damages 
assessed  against  the  respondent  shall  be  sufficient  to  restore  the  insured  vessel  to  the 
condition  in  which  she  was  at  the  time  the  collision  occurred,  and  that  there  shall 
not  in  insurance  cases  be  any  deduction  for  the  new  materials  in  place  of  the  old. 
Ibid. 

18.  While  the  District  Court  has  jurisdiction  of  marine  insurance,  it  is  not  ezdnstve 
in  consequence  of  §  9  of  the  Judiciary  Act    Ibid, 

INTERNAL  REVENUE. 

1.  The  salary  of  a  judge  of  a  court  of  record,  payable  out  of  the  treasury  of  a  State,  is 
not  legally  taxable  as  income,  under  the  internal  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States ; 
the  government  of  the  United  States  having  no  power  under  the  Constitution  to 
levy  such  tax.    Day  v.  Buffinion,  376. 

See  Forfeiture,  1  - 19 ;  Income  Tax,  1  -4 ;  Sale,  1. 

JUDICIARY  ACT. 
See  Production  of  Papers,  1. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  A  writ  of  error  does  not  lie  frx>m  the  Supreme  Court  to  the  Circuit  Court  in  a 
criminal  case.     United  States  v.  Plumer,  1. 

2.  A  writ  of  error  coram  vobis  does  not  lie  in  the  Circuit  Court  in  a  criminal  case, 
either  from  its  own  judgment  or  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  United  Statet 
V.  Plumer,  28. 

3.  Being  without  any  common-law  authority  to  try  or  punish  ofienders,  except  for 
contempt,  they  cannot  exercise  any  power  in  a  criminal  case  not  derived  expressly 
or  impliedly  fh)m  an  act  of  Congress.    Ibid. 

4.  No  authority  has  been  given  in  the  acts  of  Congress  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  re- 
examine, by  writ  of  error  or  in  any  other  manner,  the  rulings  or  judgments  of  the 
District  Court  in  criminal  cases.  No  such  authority  is  given  by  the  fourteenth  sec- 
tion of  the  Judiciary  Act.    Ibid. 

5.  By  that  section  Congress  only  ^intended  to  vest  the  power  to  issue  such  other 
writs  in  cases  where  jurisdiction  already  existed,  and  not  where  the  jurisdiction  wss 
to  be  acquired  by  means  of  the  writ  to  be  issued.    Ibid, 

6.  Difference  between  the  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  and  the  writ  of  error  eoroai  voUt 
explained  and  illustrated.    Ibid. 
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7.  If  the  alleged  error  be  in  the  judgment  itself,  and  not  in  the  process,  a  writ  of  error 
does  not  lie  in  the  same  court  to  correct  it    Ibid. 

8.  The  Circait  Court  in  this  district  has  jurisdiction  to  grant  relief  under  a  bill  pray- 
ing for  an  account  of  certain  funds  received  by  a  testator  from  the  complainant, 
under  a  promise  to  inyest  the  same  for  the  complainant,  where  the  testator  died  in 
Rhode  Island,  and  his  last  will  and  testament  was  proved  there,  but  administration 
was  also  granted  in  this  State  (Mass.),  where  the  testator  left  real  and  personal 
estate  to  a  large  amount.     WaJher  v.  Beal  ei  al.,  155. 

9.  The  first  proviso  of  §  20  of  the  act  of  February  24, 1864,  does  not  vest  the  exclu- 
sive jnriifdiction  of  applications  of  this  nature  in  the  Secretary  of  War.  Seavey  et 
al.  V.  Seymour,  439. 

10.  The  act  of  March  3,  1815,  repealed  the  act  of  December  10, 1814,  which  made  the 
enlistment  binding  upon  all  persons  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  as  well  as 
upon  persons  of  full  age.    Ibid. 

11.  By  the  act  of  the  24th  of  February,  1864,  the  Secretary  of  War  is  empowered  to 
order  the  discharge  of  all  persons  in  the  military  service  who  are  under  the  age  of 
eighteen  years  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  the  discharge,  provided  it  appears 
on  due  proof  that  such  persons  are  in  the  service  without  the  consent  of  parent  or 
guardian,  provided  bounties,  advance,  etc.,  are  first  repaid  to  the  government  and 
the  local  authorities.    Ibid, 

12.  But  this  does  not  give  the  Secretary  of  War  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  such  applica- 
tions.   Ibid, 

13.  This  provision  giving  the  Secretary  of  War  power  to  hear  such  applications,  is  not 
repugnant  to,  or  a  repeal  of,  §  14  of  the  Judiciary  Act.    Ibid. 

14.  Maritime  liens  are  founded  in  commercial  usage,  and  the  proper  remedy  to  enforce 
the  same,  whether  arising  from  a  marine  tort  or  contract,  is  by  a  suit  in  rem  com- 
menced where  the  res  is  found.    Killam  y.  Schooner  Eri,  456. 

15.  Jurisdiction  in  rem  is  exclusive  in  the  District  Courts,  but  the  suit  may  be  insti- 
tuted in  the  District  where  the  res  is  found,  irrespective  of  where  the  injury  for 
which  satisfaction  is  sought  occurred.    Ibid, 

See  Bankhuptct,  13. 

JURY. 

1.  Issues  of  fact  in  civil  cases  in  any  Circuit  Court  may  be  tried  and  determined  by 

the  court  without  the  Intervention  of  a  jury  whenever  the  parties,  or  their  attorneys 

of  record,  file  with  the  clerk  a  stipulation  waiving  a  jury.    Heam  v.  EquitabU 

Safety  Insurance  Co,,  328. 

LICENSE. 

See  Patent,  1,  2. 

MASTER. 
See  Shipping,  1. 

MASTER  IN  CHANCERY. 

See  PRAGTICB,  1-6. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  Where  a  motion  for  new  trial  is  founded  on  facts  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
presiding  justice,  and  not  appearing  on  his  minutes,  it  must  be  verified  by  affidavit, 
unless  compliance  with  that  requirement  is  waived  by  the  oppodta  party.  Vose  ei 
ai.  y.  Me^,  484. 
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8.  No  affidavit  of  merits  is  required  where  the  motioii  is  pmpeAy  addressed  to  the 
minutes  of  the  presiding  justice,  as  where  the  motion  is  to  set  aside  a  rerdict  for 
error  of  ruling  in  the  admission  or  rejection  of  evideDoe,  or  for  reusing  to  instmct 
the  jury  as  requested  or  for misdirection,  or  because  the  rerdict  was  against  law  or 
against  the  evidence  or  the  weight  of  the  evidence.    Ibid, 

8.  The  theory  in  such  cases  is  that  all  the  matters  of  fact  aUeged  are  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  presiding  justice,  or  may  be  verified  by  reference  to  his  notes. 
Ibid. 

4.  Where  the  motion  is  founded  upon  alleged  newlj  discovered  evidence,  or  on  the 
charge  of  misconduct  bj  the  opposite  partj  or  the  jury  in  respect  to  the  trial,  it  pre- 
sents a  preliminary  question  whether  Ihe  facts  are  such  as  to  make  it  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  order  notice  to  the  opposite  party  and  to  direct  how  the  prooft  shall  be 
taken.    Ibid. 

5.  In  all  such  cases  the  motion  must  be  in  writing,  and  mnst,  unless  the  requirement 
is  waived,  be  supported  by  affidavit    Ibid, 

6.  Affidavits  of  the  witnesses  to  be  examined  cannot  be  considered  a  compliance  with 
the  twenty-second  rule  of  the  Circuit  Court  relating  to  motions  for  new  trials  based 
upon  newly  discovered  evidence.    Ibid. 

7.  The  purpose  of  the  rule  is  that  the  allegation  of  newly  discovered  evidence  may  be 
verified  by  the  oath  of  the  party  or  his  attorney.    Ibid, 

8.  Probable  cause  for  the  motion  must  be  shown,  unless  waived,  before  the  court  can 
interfere  and  give  notice  to  the  other  side  or  take  any  steps  to  prevent  the  prevailing 

.  party  from  applying  for  judgment  on  the  verdict    Ibid. 

9.  Where  the  motion  is  properly  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  the  party,  ex  parte  affida- 
vits of  the  wimesses  are  enough  to  warrant  an  application  for  notice  to  the  opposite 
party.    Ibid, 

10.  Such  affidavits  are  not,  without  consent,  admissible  in  the  final  hearing  of  the 
motion.    Ibid. 

11.  For  that  purpose  testimony  must  be  taken  in  open  court,  in  civil  or  crimmal 
cases,  by  depositions  as  provided  by  the  Acts  of  Congress,  or  by  interrogatories 
and  cross-interrogatories,  or,  by  consent,  the  court  will,  in  its  discretion,  appoint  a 
commissioner  to  take  the  testimony  and  report  it  to  the  court    Ibid, 

12.  In  this  case  both  parties  had  acquiesced  in  the  taking  of  affidavits  of  the  witnesses 
to  be  examined,  and  the  court  therefore  looked  into  the  affidavits  as  if  they  had  been 
admitted  by  consent    Ibid. 

18.  The  motion,  however,  was  denied,  first,  because  the  evidence  was  not  newly  dis- 
covered within  the  legal  meaning  of  the  phrase ;  second,  because  that  whidi  was 
offered  was  within  the  reach  of  the  party  moving,  at  the  former  trial,  and  wu 
merely  cumulative.    Ibid, 

14.  Evidence  offered,  in  order  that  the  motion  prevail,  should  afford  a  reasonable 
ground  to  conclude  that  it  would  be  productive  of  a  difierent  result  from  the  verdict 
once  obtained.    Ibid, 

NONSUIT. 

1.  Judges  of  the  Circuit  Courts  cannot  direct  a  peremptory  nonsuit,  but  the  defond- 
ant,  when  the  plain  tiflfs  case  is  closed,  may  move  the  court  to  instruct  the 'jury  that 
the  evidence  introduced  by  the  plaintiff  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict,  and 
that  as  matter  of  law,  their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant  Tke  MmtkmUf 
National  BaiJc  v.  The  State  National  Bank,  905. 

8.  The  motion  must  be  made  at  the  close  of  the  plaintifiTs  case,  or  the  trial  mat  pro- 
ceed.   Ibid. 
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S.  The  motioii  is  not  addressed  to  the  discretion ;  it  presents  a  question  of  law,  and 
the  ruling  of  the  court  is  a  subject  of  exception.    Ubid. 

4.  The  motion  hj  the  defendant  in  this  case,  that  the  court  instruct  the  jury  that  the 

eyidence  introduced  by  the  plaintiff  was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict,  was 

allowed,  because  it  was  held  that  the  act  of  June  3,  1864,  conferred  no  authority 

upon  the  cashier  of  the  defendant  bank  to  certify  as  good  the  checks  described  in 

the  declaration.    IbicL 

OPINION. 

See  Eyidbmcb. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  One  cannot  claim  property  or  the  avails  of  it  through  the  fraudulent  acts  of  another 
without  being  aflfected  by  the  act,  especially  if  a  partner,  the  same  as  if  the  act  were 
his  own.    Stockwell  v.  The  United  States,  284. 

5.  Partners  are  liable  in  solido  for  the  tort  of  one  of  their  number,  if  the  tort  was 
committed  by  him  as  a  partner,  and  in  the  course  of  the  partnership  business.  Ibid, 

PASSENGER. 
See  Common  Gabbier,  6  -  8 ;  Shippimo,  1,2. 

PATENT. 

1.  The  provision  in  a  license  to  use  a  patented  invention  on  machinery  used  in  tan- 
ning was,  that  the  defendants  might  enlarge  their  vats,  or  increase  the  number  by 
paying  an  additional  patent-fee  in  the  same  proportion  as  that  stipulated  in  the 
license  for  the  vats  constructed  at  the  date  thereof.  The  defendants  enlarged  their 
tannery  after  license,  and  in  the  new  part  made  new  vats,  in  twelve  of  which  they 
used  the  patented  improvements.  By  the  terms  of  the  license  the  defendants  ac^ 
quired  the  right  to  make  and  use  the  improvement  to  the  capacity  of  their  tannery, 
embracing  one  hundred  and  sixty-nine  bark  vats,  and  containing  sixteen  thousand 
seven  hundred  cubic  feet.  They  did  not  put  the  improvement  into  a  third  of  the 
vats  in  their  tannery  at  the  date  of  the  license,  or  use  it  in  vats  containing  in  the 
aggregate  one  half  the  cubic  feet  authorized.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  damages  for  the  use  of  the  improvement  in  the  new  part,  as  the  defendants 
had  not  used  the  improvement  to  an  extent  greater  than  provided  for  in  the  license 
at  the  date  thereof,  or  greater  than  the  capacity  of  the  tannery  before  it  was  en- 
larged.   England  Y.  Thompson,  271, 

2.  The  defendants  were  empowered  by  the  license  to  use  the  patented  improvements 
up  to  the  date  of  the  expiration  of  the  patent  of  earlier  date.  They  continued,  how- 
ever, the  use  of  the  patented  improvements  after  that  time  against  the  protest  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendants  insisted  that  they  had  a  right  so  to  continue  the  use  of 
the  improvements  covered  by  the  first  patent  under  the  provision  of  the  license  to 
the  effect  that  if  they  wished  to  continue  to  use  sach  improvement  during  what 
remained  of  the  term  of  the  second  letters-patent,  after  the  first  had  expired,  they 
might  do  so  by  paying  an  additional  patent-fee  equal  to  one  half  the  amount  agreed 
to  be  paid  for  the  term  which  expired  with  the  older  patent,  and  that  the  only 
remedy  for  the  plaintiff  was  assumpsit  to  recover  the  additional  patent>fee ;  but  the 
court  hdd  otherwise,  because,  1,  the  license  expired  with  the  term  of  the  first  patent ; 
2,  the  stipulation  in  question  was  only  an  agreement  to  grant  an  extension  of  the 
license  which  the  defendants  might  accept  or  not ;  3,  if  they  elected  to  refuse  the 
license  and  did  not  ose  the  improvement,  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  cause  of  action. 
Therefore,  if  defendants  elected  to  take  the  license,  they  must  pay  the  required  addi- 
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tional  patent-fee  before  they  could  aoqnize  the  iiglit  to  me  the  impToremeot  beyond 
the  term  of  the  first  patent    Ihid. 

3.  Letters-patent  are  issued  upon  the  adjudication  of  a  public  officer,  and  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  adjudication  was  correct    Samdt  y.  WardwA^  277. 

4.  Letters-patent,  if  in  due  form,  when  introduced  in  eridence,  aflbrd  a  prima  fade 
presumption  that  the  person  named  as  inventor  is  the  original  and  first  inyeotor  of 
what  is  therein  described  as  the  improrement    Ibid, 

5.  The  burden  of  proof  to  sustain  an  opposite  conclusion  is  therefore  on  the  party 
attacking  the  patent    Ihid, 

6.  Upon  the  question  of  infringement  the  burden  of  proof  is  with  the  complainant 
Ihid, 

7.  Technical  equivalents  do  not  belong  to  a  comUnation  of  old  dements.    Ihid, 

8.  Such  a  combination  is  only  an  improvement  upon  what  was  before  known,  and 
without  the  new  combination  the  whole  would  have  been  the  property  of  the  pub- 
lic   lUd, 

9.  When  such  a  combination  is  patented  it  is  infringed  by  every  subsequent  combina- 
tion of  the  same  elements  as  those  which  compose  it ;  and  po  subsequent  comluna- 
tion  is  substantially  diflerent  frt>m  the  patented  one,  merely  because  it  was  in  a 
single  device  different  from  one  of  its  elements,  provided  such  substituted  device 
was  at  the  date  of  the  patent  a  well-known  substitute  for  the  omitted  one.    Ihid, 

IOl  Subsequent  inventors  may  obtain  valid  patents  for  combinations  of  the  same  ele- 
ments as  those  which  compose  a  prior  one,  provided  the  combinations  are  substan- 
tially different,  and  accomplish  new  and  useful  results.    Ihid, 

11.  No  person  is  to  be  treated  as  an  infringer  who  does  not  use  all  the  elements  of  a 
combination,  unless  the  change  is  merely  formal  or  colorable ;  and  every  subsequent 
combination  is  only  a  colorable  change  when  not  substantially  different  from  the 
first    Ibid, 

IS.  It  was  hdd  that  the  reissued  patent  did  not  embrace  the  invention  of  Charles 
Goodyear,  which  was  for  curing  the  native  rubber  when  combined  with  or  in  the 
presence  of  sulphur  by  submitting  the  same  to  a  high  degree  of  artificial  heat,  and 
also  for  a  manufacture  called  vulcanized  India-rubber,  being  a  compound  of  India- 
rubber  with  sulphur  chemically  altered  by  a  high  degree  of  heat,  because  that  inven- 
tion was  disclaimed  in  the  original  specification,  and  it  was  stated  to  be  the  chief 
feature  of  the  invention  to  cure  again  vulcanized  rubber  and  mould  it  into  any 
desired  shape,  and  because  the  reissue  also  stated  that  the  value  of  vulcanized  rubber 
ceased  when  the  article  made  out  of  it  was  worn  out,  and  that  foreign  substances 
might  be  mixed  with  rubber  compound  so  as  to  form  a  substance  having  the  prop- 
erties of  vulcanized  rubber,  but  composed  of  cheaper  materials.  Canw  v.  Botion 
Elastic  Fabric  Co.,  356. 

13.  When  the  complainant  in  a  patent  suit  has  introduced  his  letters-patent  in  evi- 
dence, it  afibrds  a  prima  fade  presumption  that  the  alleged  inventor  was  the  original 
and  first  inventor  of  what  is  therein  described  as  his  invention.  This  is  the  case 
where  the  respondent  is  a  patentee  under  letters-patent  subsequent  in  date  which  are 
also  introduced  in  evidence.     Goodyear  Dental  Vulcanite  Company  v.  Gardiner,  408. 

14.  The  patentee  filed  his  caveat  in  1853.  During  the  period  intermediate  between 
the  filing  of  his  caveat  and  his  application  for  a  patent  the  inventor  was  employed 
in  making  experiments  and  in  perfecting  his  invention.  The  court  held,  that  the 
evidence  did  not  show  that  any  invention  was  completed  by  an  alleged  prior  in- 
ventor before  the  caveat  was  filed,  and  that  whatever  was  done  by  him  was  done 
while  in  the  employ  of  the  patentee.    Ihid. 
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15.  The  quefltion  of  abaDdonment  by  the  patentee  having  been  fullj  examined  in  a 
former  suit  ander  the  same  patent,  farther  diBcassion  of  it  in  this.case  was  deemed 
unnecessary.    Ibid, 

16.  The  claim  of  the  patent  was  for  the  "plate  of  hard  mbber  or  vnlcanite,  or  its 
equivalent,  for  holding  artificial  teeth."  The  respondent  used  hard  mbber,  as  he 
found  it  combined  or  prepared  by  others,  as  a  substitute  for  gold  or  other  substance 
in  forming  the  plate  and  for  holding  the  teeth.  I(eld,  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order 
to  show  infringement,  to  prove  that  the  respondent  used  the  hard  rubber  described 
in  the  hard  rubber  patent  referred  to  in  the  complainants'  specifications.    Ibid, 

17.  The  respondent  used  rubber  for  the  plates  as  a  substitute  for  metallic  plates ;  he 
employed  the  same  mechanical  means  in  forming  the  plates,  and  for  setting  and 
adjusting  the  teeth,  and  heat  to  harden  the  rubber,  and  fit  the  product  for  practical 
use.  Heldt  that  infringement  of  the  complainants'  patent  was  shown,  although  he 
nsed  a  rubber  compound  with  iodine  and  not  with  sulphur  (as  did  the  complainants), 
and  under  a  different  patent.    Ibid. 

18.  The  invention  described  in  the  specifications  of  this  patent  is  not  merely  a  discov^ 
ery  of  a  chemical  process  for  preparing  a  described  substance  for  use  in  forming 
plates  to  be  used  for  liolding  the  teeth,  and  one  may  be  an  infringer  if  he  does  not 
use  every  one  of  the  ingredients  of  that  process.    Ibid. 

19.  Neither  the  correspondence  between  the  commissioner  of  patents  and  the  applicant 
nor  the  proceedings  in  the  patent  office,  pending  an  application,  are  admissible  as 
evidence  to  enlarge,  diminish,  or  vary  the  language  of  the  claim  of  a  patent.    Ibid, 

SO.  Patents  for  inventions  are,  if  practicable,  to  be  so  construed  as  to  uphold  and  not 
to  destroy  the  right  of  the  inventors.    Ibid. 

21.  Although  an  inventor  has  obtained  a  patent  for  a  process,  he  may  have  another 
for  the  product.    Jones  v.  Sewall,  563. 

22.  There  cannot  be  more  than  one  valid  patent  for  an  invention,  nor  can  the  grantee 
of  a  patent  sustain  an  action  upon  another  patent  for  the  same  invention,  issued 
afterward.    Ibid. 

23.  Separate  patents  for  separate  and  distinct  parts  of  the  same  invention  are  never- 
theless valid.    Ibid. 

24.  A  patent  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  alleged  inventor  had  made  the  invention 
when  the  specification  was  filed.    Ibid, 

25.  If  the  alleged  inventor  or  patentee  wish  to  show  that  the  invention  was  made  by 
the  inventor  previous  to  the  filing  of  the  application,  it  must  be  proved,  as  against 
another  patent,  that  it  had  been  reduced  to  practice  as  an  operative  invention.   Ibid, 

26.  A  patent  for  preserving  green  corn  by  severing  the  kernels  from  the  cob  so  that 
the  juices  will  be  liberated,  and  the  toughening  of  the  kernels  by  cooking  prevented, 
and  then  boiling  the  kernels  and  juices  together  in  sealed  cans,  after  the  juices  have 
exuded  from  the  kernels,  is  valid,  although  a  patent  has  been  previously  granted 
abroad  for  preserving  certain  vegetables,  not  including  the  mention  of  com,  or  the 
severing  of  the  kernels  thereof,  by  boiling  them  in  hermetically  sealed  vessels.  Ibid. 

27.  Inventions  pertaining  to  machines  may  be  divided  into  four  classes :  — 

1.  Where  the  invention  embraces  the  entire  machine. 

2.  Where  the  invention  embraces  one  or  more  of  the  elements  of  the  machine,  but 
not  the  entire  machine. 

3.  Where  the  invention  embraces  both  a  new  element  and  a  combination  of  ele- 
ments previously  known. 

4.  Where  all  the  elements  are  old,  and  a  new  combination,  producing  a  new  result, 
is  made  out  of  them.     Unicn  Svgar  Btfinery  v.  MaUhietmm  A  pp.  639. 
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SB.  A  penon  is  an  inftinger  of  a  patent  of  the  first  class  who,  without  license^  makes 
an  J  portion  of  the  machine ;  of  the  second,  when  the  part  new  and  patented  is  made 
or  used ;  of  the  third  class,  when  the  new  element  or  new'oombination  is  nsed ;  of 
the  fourth,  when  the  patented  combination  is  pirated.    Ihid, 

S9.  The  property  of  the  inventor  is  the  exdasive  right  which  the  letten-patent  seeare 
to  him  to  make,  use,  and  vend  the  thing  patented.    Ibid, 

80.  The  reason  that  a  patent,  when  introduced  in  eridence,  is  prima  Jack  eridence 
that  the  patentee  is  the  first  and  original  inventor  of  what  is  claimed  therein,  is 
that  it  is  issued  upon  the  adjudication  of  a  public  officer  charged  bj  law  with  such 
duty.    Ibid, 

31.  Where  all  the  elements  of  a  machine  are  old,  the  patentee  cannot  invoke  the  doe- 
trine  of  equivalents  to  suppress  all  other  improvements  on  the  old  machine.    Ihid, 

S2.  But  he  is  an  infringer  who  makes  or  vends  the  patented  improvement  with  no 
other  change  than  the  employment  as  a  substitute  for  one  of  its  elements,  a  device 
well  known  in  the  state  of  the  art  to  be  such  at  the  date  of  the  invention,  and 
which  any  constructor  acquainted  with  the  art  would  then  know  how  to  employ. 
Ibid. 

98.  Such  substitution  of  one  well-known  element  for  another  is  a  mere  colorable  eva- 
sion of  the  patent    Ibid. 

84.  Whether  a  witness  has  sworn  falsely  or  not  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  if  they 
find  that  he  has  wilfully  sworn  falsely  as  to  a  material  fact,  they  may,  if  they  deem 
it  proper,  disbelieve  everything  he  has  said.    lUd. 

SB,  The  presumption  that  the  patentee  is  the  originsl  and  first  inventor  of  what  ti 
claimed  in  the  patent,  when  introduced  in  evidence,  extends,  in  the  absence  of  the 
original  application,  no  farther  baek  than  the  date  of  the  patent ;  and  those  aUeging 
an  earlier  date  must  prove  it  by  competent  evidence.  Ibid, 

8tt.  Where  there  is  no  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  presumption  is  that  the  patentee 
at  the  time  of  making  his  application  for  a  patent  believed  himself  to  be  the  origins! 
inventor  or  discoverer  of  the  thing  patented.    Ibid. 

87.  Crude  and  imperfect  experiments  equivocal  in  their  results,  and  then  abandoned 
and  given  up,  shall  not  be  permitted  to  prevail  against  an  original  inventor  who 
has  perfected  his  improvement  and  obtained  his  patent.    Ibid, 

88.  It  is  not  enough  to  defeat  a  patent  to  show  that  another  had  first  conceived  the 
possibility  of  effecting  what  the  patentee  accomplished,  unless  it  appears  that  he 
reduced  what  he  conceived  to  practice.    Ibid, 

89.  If  two  machines,  having  the  same  mode  of  operation,  do  ^b»  same  work  in  sub- 
stantially the  same  way,  and  accomplish  substantially  the  same  result,  though  dif- 
fering in  form,  shape,  or  name,  they  are  the  same.    Ibid, 

40.  If  the  defendant's  means  of  causing  pressure  at  the  nozzle  of  his  machine  were,  at 
the  date  of  the  patentee's  invention,  known  as  a  substitute  for  the  means  of  causing 
pressure  at  the  nozzle  described  in  the  patent  in  this  case,  and  if  this  mode  performed 
the  same  function  as  the  patented  one,  and  could,  from  a  constructor's  knowledge, 
be  substituted  for  it,  then  the  two  means  are  substantially  the  same.    Ibid. 

41.  The  patent  in  this  case  is  not  limited  to  any  arbitrary  mathematical  amount  of 
pressure,  but  covers  such  degree  as  is  capable  of  carrying  out  the  described  object  of 
the  patentee  under  the  conditions  described  in  the  patent.    Ibid, 

See  Abandokmsnt,  1, 2 ;  Phaotice,  1  - 10 ;  Phiob  Use,  I  -  4 ;  Rsissux,  1-7. 
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PAYMENT  OF  MONET  INTO  COURT, 

1.  Where  the  declaration  contaios  the  general  coimts  in  addition  to  a  special  count 
which  maj  contain  manj  causes  of  action,  the  payment  of  monej  into  court,  gener- 
ally upon  the  whole  declaration,  is  not  an  admission  of  the  defendant's  liabilitjr, 
«pon  the  special  count    Snow  etaLj.  MHe»,  608. 

S.  Bj  such  payment  the  defendant  does  not  admit  any  specific  contract ;  the  only  efieet 
\i  that  he  admits  a  liability  on  some  one  or  more  of  the  causes  of  contract  set  out 
in  the  declaration,  not  exceeding  the  amount  paid  into  oonrt    Rid, 

PLEADING. 

1.  If  the  respondent  have  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  matter  set  forth  in  any  par- 
ticular allegation  of  the  bill  of  complaint,  a  denial  by  the  respondent  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief  is  sufficient  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  complainant  to  prove  the 
same.    Rakinmm  y.  MandeU,  169. 

5.  Whenerer  the  same  plea  may  be  pleaded,  and  the  same  judgment  given  on  two 
counts,  they  may  be  joined  in  the  same  declaration.  Stockwell  v.  The  United  States, 
S84. 

3.  It  was  held  that  shingles  described  in  the  warrant  as  the  "  gprowth  and  manu^MJ- 
ture  "  of  the  provinces  of  Canada,  were  so  described  as  to  make  their  importation 
without  paying  duty  a  fraud  on  the  revenue.    Ibid. 

4.  The  liability  for  receiving,  concealing,  or  buying  is  founded  upon  a  distinct  act 
from  that  of  illegally  importing.  An  agent  or  a  consignee  may  be  liable  for  both, 
and  the  two  counts  may  be  joined.    Ibid' 

6.  Where  the  warrant  described  the  alleged  frauds  to  be  that  defendants  had  at  certain 
times  committed  frauds  on  the  revenue  by  importing  large  quantities  of  shingles 
subject  to  duty  by  law,  into  the  port  of  Bangor  and  other  ports  in  the  district, 
without  paying  or  accounting  for  the  duty  to  which  the  same  were  liable,  it  was 
held  that  the  description  was  made  with  sufficient  particularity.    Ibid, 

6.  It  is  a  defect  in  the  warrant  not  to  allege  that  the  district  judge  became  satisfied,  by 
complaint  and  affidavit,  that  the  alleged  frauds  on  the  revenue  had  been  committed. 
This,  however,  could  not  avail  the  defendants  in  this  case :  — 

1.  Because  they  did  not  at  the  trial  except  to  the  ruling  of  the  court,  admitting 
books,  documents,  etc  upon  that  ground. 

2.  Because  the  books,  etc.  were  properly  admitted,  even  if  the  search-warrant  were 
illegal.    Ibid, 

7.  A  general  allegation  of  negligence  in  a  collision  case  is,  on'the  part  of  the  libellant's 
vessel,  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  valid  defence  even  in  pleading.  Specification  as 
to  what  was  done  or  omitted  and  caused  the  accident  must  be  made.  Killam  r. 
Schooner  Eri,  456. 

8.  Beasonable  presumptions  are  admitted  by  a  demurrer  as  well  as  matters  expressly 
alleged.    Amory  v.  Lawrence  et  aU.,  523. 

9.  The  allegation  in  the  bill  was  sufficient,  although  it  did  not  state  that  the  assign- 
ment of  the  claim  against  the  trustee  was  under  an  order  of  court  first  made, 
because  the  presumption  is  that  such  sale  was  made  in  conformity  to  such  order, 
and  because  independently  of  the  assignment  the  bankrupt's  title  was  good  against 
all  the  world  if  the  assignee  elected  not  to  take  the  property  as  not  beneficial  to  the 
estate.    Ibid, 

10.  Waiver  by  the  bill  of  oath  in  the  answer  amounts  to  nothing  nnless  accepted  by 
the  respondent.    Ibid, 

See  Patmbmt  or  Mohxt  ixto  Couxt>  1,  f.    Priob  Usb,  4. 
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POLICY. 
See  Eyidbmcb,  IS,  14 ;  Imsubavcb. 

POWER. 

1.  A  power  eridenred  bj  a  asage  mast  be  considered  as  defined  and  limited  hj  that 
nsage ;  and  if  it  appeared  that  a  usage  existed  among  certain  banks  other  than  the 
defendant  bank  for  the  cashier  to  certify  checks  npon  them,  it  is  doubtfnl  if  it  cooM 
be  regarded  as  eridence  that  the  cashier  of  the  defendant  bank  had  an  j  such  aothor- 
ity.    Merchants*  National  Bank  ▼.  StaU  Natitmal  Bank,  205.    ^ 

PRACTICE. 

1,  Upon  the  final  hearing  of  a  caose  in  equity,  a  final  decree  was  entered,  and  the 
caose  referred  to  a  master,  to  take,  and  state  to  the  oonrt,  an  account  of  all  gains 
and  profits  made  by  the  defendants.  No  report  was  made  by  the  master,  but  the 
fbllowiing  entries  were  made  upon  the  docket:  "May  27th.  Biastier's  certificate 
upon  settlement  of  interrogatories,  with  state  of  fiicts,  and  schedule  filed."  "  Roll 
containing  nine  drawings  filed  with  certificate."  "May  31st.  Exceptions  to 
master's  certificate  and  report  filed."  Ordered,  that  the  filings  entered  by  the  derk 
be  stricken  oat,  and  that  the  several  papers  filed  be  returned  by  the  clerk  to  the 
master.     Union  Sugar  Rejinenf  y.  AlathiesMon,  146. 

2.  Explanation  of  the  correct  practice  in  this  circuit,  where  a  cause  has  been  referred 
to  a  master  to  state  an  account    Ibid. 

8.  In  case  the  decretal  order  was  ambiguous,  the  master  might  haye  authority  to 
report  the  case  back  for  more  specific  instructions.    lUd, 

4.  The  court  might  have  power  to  revise  each  act  of  the  master,  as  it  progressed,  bat 
such  a  practice  would  be  productive  of  delay,  and  will  not  receive  countenance  from 
the  court.    Ibid, 

5.  When  a  suit  in  equity  has  been  heard,  neither  party  has  a  right  to  file  any  paper 
in  the  cause,  except  by  leave  of  court.    Ibid. 

6.  The  correct  method  is,  for  a  master,  if  possible,  to  complete  his  investigations 
under  the  rules,  make  up  his  draft  report,  file  it  in  the  clerk's  office,  and  give  time 
for  the  parties  to  make  their  objections  thereto.    Ibid, 

7.  The  correct  practice  is,  where  infringement  to  any  extent  is  admitted,  if  the  patent 
is  held  to  be  valid,  to  enter  an  interlocutory  decree  for  complainant  and  send  the 
cause  to  a  master  to  ascertain  the  amount  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  recover. 
Carew  v.  Boston  Eltutic  Fabric  Co.  356. 

8.  Under  the  act  of  July  8,  1870,  where  a  decree  is  entered  for  complainant,  he  may 
recover,  in  addition  to  the  profits  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  respondent,  the  dam- 
ages  he  has  sustained,  and  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  assess  the  same.    Ibid, 

9.  Profits  are  to  be  accounted  for  in  such  case  by  the  respondent  wherever  the  de- 
cretal order  to  that  efiect  is  entered,  and  if  the  injuries  sustained  by  the  complainant 
from  the  infringement  are  greater  than  the  gains  and  profits  realized  by  the  respon- 
dent, then  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  recover  compensation  fbr  the  excess  of  the 
injuries  beyond  the  amount  estimated  for  profits  of  the  respondent.    Und. 

10.  Actual  damages  are  assessed  in  the  first  instance,  but  the  court  may  in  its  discre- 
tiou  increase  the  amount  to  a  sum  not  exceeding  three  times  the  amount  estimated 
and  assessed  as  the  actual  damages  sustained  beyond  the  gains  and  profits  realised 
by  the  respondent.    Ibid. 

See  NoMBUiT,  1-4.    New  Tbial»  I  - 14, 
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PRESUMPTIONS. 
See  Patent,  35,  36 ;  Plbadivo,  8. 

PRIOR  USE. 

1.  Previous  use  or  knowledge  of  an  inyendon  abroad  is  no  defence  against  a  patent, 
unless  such  invention  was  described  in  some  printed  publication  so  dearlj  as  to 
enable  others  to  put  it  in  practice.    Jones  y.  SewaU,  563. 

2.  The  use  of  an  invention  by  the  author  thereof,  for  the  purposes  of  experiment, 
though  continued  for  more  than  two  years,  will  not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  a 
patent.  Neither  will  the  sale  of  it  for  two  years  by  others  without  his  consent  Ibid, 

3.  Where  an  invention  has,  through  the  acts  of  the  inventor,  gone  into  public  use  be- 
yond his  control,  his  right  is  forfeited  beyond  recall.    Ibid. 

4.  The  defence  that  the  patentee  had  allowed  his  invention  to  be  in  public  use  or  on 
sale  for  more  than  two  years  before  he  applied  for  a  patent,  is  distinct  from  the  de- 
fence that  he  had  abandoned  it  to  the  public,  and  should  not  be  blended  with  it  in 
the  same  pleading.    Ibid. 

PRODUCTION  OF  PAPERS. 

1.  The  word  "require"  in  §  15  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  when  taken  in  connection 
with  a  subsequent  clause,  does  not  mean  to  include  a  power  in  the  Circuit  Courts 
to  compel  a  compliance  with  an  order  to  produce  books  or  writings ;  but  if  the 
party  against  which  the  order  is. passed  shall  fail  to  comply,  then  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  court  to  give  judgment,  if  against  the  defendant,  the  same  as  in  case 
of  default,  if  against  the  plaintiff,  the  same  as  in  case  of  nonsuit  Merchants*  Na- 
tional Bank  V.  State  National  Bank,  201. 

2.  At  common  law  parties  were  not  competent  witnesses,  and  they  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  attend,  by  writ  of  subpctna,  or  bring  with  them  any  writings  pertinent  to 
the  issue,  by  the  writ  of  subpoena  duces  tecum.    Ibid. 

3.  Notice  to  produce  was  at  law  the  only  method  of  a  party  desiring  the  production 
of  papers  by  the  other,  unless  he  resorted  to  equity.    Ibid. 

4.  Such  notice,  however,  only  laid  the  foundation  for  the  production  of  secondary 
proof.    Ibid. 

5.  The  conditions  under  which  the  power  to  require  the  production  of  writings,  etc. 
should  be  exercised  are :  the  motion  must  be  in  a  case  at  law ;  the  writings,  etc. 
nmst  appear  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  party  against  whom  the  order  is  passed ; 
it  must  appear  that  they  contain  evidence  pertinent  to  the  issue,  and  that  the  cir- 
cumstances are  such  that  the  party  might  be  compelled  to  produce  them,  as  pro- 
vided in  the  section  referred  to.    Ibid. 

6.  The  order  may  be  absolute  or  fiifi.    Ibid, 

7.  Production  before  the  trial  is  not  perhaps  contemplated  by  the  provision,  unleai 
there  is  just  ground  to  apprehend  that  the  writings  may  be  destroyed,  or  transferred 
to  another,  or  removed  out  of  the  district,  in  which  cases  the  order  should  be  made 
without  delay,  and  absolute.    Ibid. 

8.  In  the  case  of  incorporated  banks  having  officers  well  known  as  the  custodians  ot 
their  books  and  papers,  notice  should  be  given  for  such  officers  to  produce  any 
document  desired  in  the  case.    Ibid 

RAILROAD. 

See  Bankruftct,  2, 8,  5,  6,  7. 
YOL.  lU.  45 
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REISSUE. 

1.  Where  an  original  patentee  has  deceased  and  his  estate  is  nnder  administration,  his 
executor  or  administrator  may  make  a  snnender  and  obtain  a  reissue.  Canw  t. 
Boston  EUutic  Fabric  Co,,  356. 

2.  The  commissioner  may  allow  the  original  specification  to  be  amended  in  the  reis- 
sue, and  he  may  permit  the  applicant  for  a  reissue  to  rcdescribe  his  invention,  in- 
cluding in  the  new  description  and  claims  not  only  what  was  well  described  before, 
but  also  what  was  suggested  or  indicated  in  the  original  specification  drawings  or 
patent-office  model.    IM, 

3.  New  features,  ingredients,  or  devices,  neither  described,  suggested,  or  indicated  m 
the  original  specification  or  model,  cannot  be  embodied  in  the  new  description. 
lUd, 

4.  An  inventor  described  his  improvement  in  his  original  patent  as  a  process  for 
working  over  vulcanized  rubber  and  moulding  it  into  any  desired  shape ;  and  stated 
that  in  carrying  the  process  into  effect  many  foreign  articles  of  less  cost  than  rubber 
could  be  incorporated  so  as  to  produce  a  substance  having  all  the  valuable  proper- 
ties of  vulcanized  rubber  at  such  reduced  cost  as  to  admit  of  its  being  applied  to 
many  more  useful  purposes.  The  description  in  a  reissue  stated  that  the  principal 
features  of  the  process  consisted  in  applying  heat  by  means  of  steam  to  rubber  mixed 
with  substances  commonly  used  in  vulcanizing  rubber,  or  to  rubber  compound  which 
has  once  been  vulcanized  either  with  or  without  the  addition  of  fresh  rubber,  the 
same,  whether  the  rubber  or  the  compound,  is  or  not  pressed  into  moulds  or  dies  of 
the  desired  form,  and  the  steam  introduced  into  steam-chambers  or  steam-jackets, 
and  thereby  conducted  around  the  moulds  or  dies  which  come  in  contact  with  the 
compound  to  be  moulded  into  the  desired  form.  The  corresponding  passage  in  the 
original  specification  was  in  efiect  that  the  principal  features  of  the  new  process  con- 
sisted in  applying  heat  either  to  rubber  vd  its  native  state,  or  to  rubber  with  the 
substances  commonly  used  in  vulcanizing  rubber  which  has  once  been  vulcanized 
by  means  of  steam.  The  description  further  stated  that  the  rubber  compound 
while  being  heated  was  pressed  into  moulds  or  dies  to  give  it  the  desired  form. 
Also  that  the  steam  was  conducted  around  all  portions  of  the  moulds  or  dies  which 
come  in  contact  with  the  rubber  or  compound  to  be  moulded.  Also,  by  this  means 
the  process  of  curing  rubber  was  greatly  facilitated,  and  vulcanized  rubber  which 
had  before  resisted  all  attempts  to  remould  it  was  readily  pressed  into  any  desired 
shape.  Heldy  that  the  substance  of  the  two  descriptions^in  these  portions  was  the 
same,  and  that  the  original  one  sustained  that  of  the  reissue.    Ibid. 

5.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  collect  the  intention  and  meaning  of  the  inventor  from 
the  whole  specification,  and,  if  practicable,  to  adopt  such  a  construction  as  will 
render  the  patent  available  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  granted.    Ibid, 

6.  Where  one  paragraph  in  a  reissue  specification  would  seem  to  lead  to  a  construc- 
tion which  would  make  void  the  reissue,  explanation  of  its  meaning  may  be 
sought  in  a  succeeding  one.    Ibid. 

7.  Where  the  process  and  purpose  are  plainly  suggested  and  understood,  and  the  lan- 
guage in  an  original  specification  is  suggestive  of  new  terms  and  names  used  in  the 
reissue,  such  new  names  and  terms  do  not  show  that  the  reissue  is  descriptive  of  an 
invention  different  from  that  set  out  in  the  original.    Ibid, 

See  Patent,  12. 
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BEFEAL. 

1.  In  order  to  work  a  repeal  bj  implication  there  most  be  a  positive  repngnancj  be- 
tween the  provisions  of  the  older  and  later  statute.    Seavey  H  al.  v.  Sqfmfmr,  439. 

See  DuTiBS  ov  Imfoxts,  7  - 14. 

SALE. 

1.  Where  goods  were  sold,  and  the  contract  and  account  of  sale  and  deliverj  com- 
pleted in  a  State  where  a  sale  of  that  description  of  merchandise  was  prohibited  bj 
statute,  the  vendor  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  contract  price,  although  he  holds  a 
license  for  the  sale  of  such  goods  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Act  of  the  United 
States,  and  although  the  internal-revenue  tax  upon  such  goods  had  also  been  paid. 
Daniels  T.  McCabe,  114. 

2.  The  general  rule  is,  that  in  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  goods  sold,  it  is  no  de- 
fence that  the  vendor  knew  that  they  were  purchased  to  be  sold  in  another  jurisdic- 
tion in  violation  of  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction,  provided  it  was  not  part  of  the  con- 
tract that  thej  should  be  used  for  that  purpose,  and  provided  also  that  the  vendor 
neither  did  nor  agreed  to  do  anything  in  aid  or  furtherance  of  the  unlawful  design, 
beyond  the  mere  sale  with  knowledge  of  the  intent  of  the  purchaser.  Green  et  al.  v. 
Collins,  494. 

3.  Contracts  in  evasion  or  f^raud  of  the  laws  of  any  State  are  invalid  in  our  courts. 
Ibid, 

4.  If  it  forms  part  of  the  contract  that  the  seller  shall  do  some  act  in  furtherance  of 
the  illegal  intention  of  sale  by  the  vendee,  such  as  concealing  by  packing  the  liquors, 
then  the  seller  is  a  participant  in  the  illegal  transaction,  and  cannot  enforce  recov- 
ery.   Ibid, 

6.  The  vendor  must  yield  no  other  aid  to  the  intended  illegal  sale  than  the  act  of 
selling  and  delivery.    Ibid, 

6.  If  the  vendor  takes  part  in  the  adventure,  he  cannot  recover.    lUd, 

7.  Sale  in  Rhode  Island  of  liquors  to  be  carried  into  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of 
which  vendor  was  aware.  In  the  absence  of  anything  on  the  part  of  vendor, 
except  mere  knowledge  of  the  vendee's  intention  to  sell  the  goods  in  Massachusetts, 
that  sale  was  valid,  and  seller  could  recover  in  this  court  in  Massachusetts,  the  sale 
being  valid  in  Rhode  Island,  notwithstanding  a  statute  in  Massachusetts  providing 
that  no  action  should  be  maintained  in  any  court  of  the  State  for  the  price  of  liquor 
sold  in  any  other  State  for  the  purpose  of  being  brought  into  this  State.    Ibid, 

See  Contract,  1  -  7 ;  Stofpaob  in  transitu,  1-6. 

SEPARATION,  AGREEMENT  OF. 

1.  A  husband  and  wife  agreed  to  live  separately.  Certain  property  was  transferred 
by  the  husband  to  trustees,  to  pay  the  income  to  the  wife,  upon  condition  that  she 
should  relinquish  her  claims  of  dower  to  purchasers  of  such  portions  of  his  other 
real  estate  as  he  should  sell  during  coverture ;  and  if  she  survived  him,  she  should 
relinquish  her  right  of  dower  in  all  the  remainder  of  his  real  estate.  Held,  such  a 
trust  may  be  upheld  in  a  court  of  equity.     Walker  v.  Bsal  ei  als.,  1 55. 

2.  The  agreement  of  separation  in  this  case  was  not  rendered  invalid  by  the  provision 
for  its  continuance,  should  the  parties  after  the  making  of  it  elect  to  cohabit 
Neither  was  it  suspended  while  they  lived  together.  It  was  evident  from  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties  that  they  regarded  the  indenture  as  operative  during  their  cohabi- 
tation.   IbuL 

3.  The  indenture  in  this  case  was  not  solely  based  on  separatioQ.    Temporary  reoon- 
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cilUtion  and  cobabitatioa  did  not  mspend  its  opentioii,  becanw  the  parties  had  ex- 
preuljT  corenanted  that  it  should  not    Ibid, 

4.  Unless  it  be  assumed  that  the  hosband  cannot  be  the  tmstee  of  his  wife,  in  anj 
case,  it  cannot  be  maintained  nnder  the  indenture  in  thb  case  that  the  trust  prop- 
ertj  was  wholljr  discharged  of  the  trust,  bj  the  pajment  of  the  rents,  income,  etc 
to  the  complainant,  or  that  these,  when  paid  bj  her  to  her  husband,  became  bis 
property,     ihid. 

5.  The  husband  jjui  this  case  receiTed  from  her  the  rents,  income^  etc  of  the  trust 
property,  under  an  agreement  to  inrest  it  for  her  and  her  children.  Such  au 
arrangement  made  the  husband  the  trustee  of  the  wifti    IbkL 

€.  The  complainant  was  not  precluded  from  setting  up  her  claim  bj  the  indenture  of 
compromise,  she  being  a  mere  formal  partj  to  the  adjustment,  and  the  purpose  of 
the  instrument  being  to  effect  an  adjustment  between  the  hein-at-law  and  the  read- 
uary  legatees,  and  there  baring  been  no  concealment  of  this  claim  on  the  part  of 
the  complainant.    Ibid, 

7.  Acceptance  hj  the  complainant  of  the  prorision  made  for  her  in  her  husband's  will 
is  not  inconsistent  with  her  claim  nnder  the  agreement  of  separation,  because  the 
declared  iatention  of  the  testator  was,  that  the  amount  secured  to  the  complainant 
in  the  agreement  of  separation,  coupled  with  the  prorision  made  for  her  in  his  will, 
should  be  in  full  for  her  separate  maintenance,  and  in  lien  of  dower.    Ibid. 

SHIPPING. 

1.  Passengers  do  not  onlj  contract  for  room  and  transportation,  but  for  good  treat- 
ment, and  it  is  the  dutj  of  the  owners  to  use  due  care  and  exertion  to  protect  them 
from  any  degree  of  Tiolenoe,  or  kind  of  abuse  or  ill-treatment  from  other  passengers, 
or  the  owners'  servants  or  other  persons  coming  on  board  during  the  trip.  PcMfle- 
ton  T.  Kinsley,  416. 

5.  The  principal  in  thb  dass  of  cases  is  liable  for  the  misconduct  of  the  emplojrcc^ 
when  it  occasions  injury  to  the  passenger,  whether  arising  from  maKoe  or  neglect 
Ibid. 

9.  Masters  of  ressels  being  selected  bj  the  owners,  the  latter  are  responsible  for  the 
qualifications  of  the  former.  Masters  are  required  to  possess  and  exercise  reasonable 
skill  and  judgment  in  the  discharge  of  duty.    Duttan  r,  Sieam  Tug  Expnn,  46S. 

4.  Where  a  tow  is  lashed  to  the  side  of  a  steam-tug,  and  depends  wholl/  upon  it  for 
motive  power  and  steerage,  the  responsibilitj  for  the  navigation  of  both  is  whollj 
on  the  tag.    Ibid. 

6.  Where  a  vessel  is  drawn  bj  a  hawser  extending  from  her  forward  part  to  the  stern 
of  the  tug,  both  vessels  have  duties  to  perform,  and  it  maj  then  happen  diat  either 
or  both  of  the  vessels  maj  be  in  foult  in  case  of  accident    Ibid. 

6.  Where  tow-lines  are  used  the  master  of  the  tow  is  bound  to  obej  aU  proper  orders 
of  the  master  of  the  steamer.    Ibid. 

7.  If  the  master  of  the  tow  refuses  or  neglects  such  reasonable  obedience^  or  fails  in 
reasonable  skill,  or  attention  to  his  dutj,  the  owners  of  the  tug  ars  not  to  be  held 
responsible  for  the  consequences.    Ibid, 

8.  In  this  case  the  ownera  of  the  tug  were  held  responsible  for  an  accident  to  die  tow, 
because  the  master  did  not  pnrsue  the  channel  in  a  river  which  he  was  requested 
and  had  tacitlj  consented  to  take,  and  because  he  had  given,  on  entering  the  chan- 
nel, confused  and  contradictory  orders,  which,  it  was  held,  led  to  the  accident  Ibid. 

See  CoMMOir  Cabbibb,  6  -  8 ;  IiriirBAircB,  I  - 17. 
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STATUTE. 
See  RxPKAL,  1. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
See  Contract,  8. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  The  claim  in  this  case  was  barred  bj  the  Statute  of  Limitatioiii.  Amory  y.  Law- 
rence, 523. 

2.  The  constnicUon  g:iTen  to  State  Statutes  of  Limitations,  bj  the  courts  of  the  States 
in  which  such  Statutes  are  enacted,  furnish  the  rule  of  decision  in  the  Federal  courts 
in  cases  where  thej  applj.    Ibid, 

3.  The  Courts  of  Equitj  in  Massachusetts  applj  the  Statute  of  Limitation  in  suits  in 
equitj.    Ibid, 

4.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  in  this  case  began  to  appl  j  when  the  complainant  first 
became  aware  that  the  trustee  had  been  repaid  for  his  advances  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  or  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  conveyed  to  him,  and  knew 
what  his  rights  in  the  premises  were.    Ibid,  ] 

5.  The  claim  against  the  executors  of  the  deceased  trustee,  for  the  balance  in  the  hands 
of  the  trustee  of  moneys  collected  in  execution  of  the  trust,  beyond  the  amount 
advanced  and  interest,  was  held  to  be  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the 
complainant  having  known,  twelve  years  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  that  the  trustee 
had  been  repaid  for  such  advance  and  interest    Ibid. 

6.  Six  years  is  no  bar  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  nor  is  the  plea  oilache$  any  defence  to  the 
suit,  unless  they  are  shown  to  have  extended  to  the  period  of  twenty  years.    lUd, 

7.  Courts  of  Equity,  in  the  case  of  a  mortgagor  coming  to  redeem,  have  fixed  upon 
the  term  of  twenty  years  after  forfeiture  and  possession  taken  by  the  mortgagee,  no 
interest  having  been  paid  in  the  mean  time,  and  with  no  circumstances  accounting 
for  the  neglect,  as  a  period  beyond  which  the  right  of  redemption  shall  not  be 
favored.    Ibid, 

8.  Lapse  of  twenty  years  without  any  recognition  of  the  complainant's  rights  to  re- 
deem the  mortgaged  premises,  consisting  of  the  undivided  seventh  part  of  the  dower 
estate  of  the  complainant^s  mother,  and  which  the  trustee  in  his  lifetime  conveyed  to 
the  last-named  respondent,  was  not  shown  in  this  case.    Ibid, 

STATUTES  COMMENTED  ON. 

June  3, 1864 Banking. 

March  2,  1867 Bankruptcy. 

Copyright  Act,  §  9 Construction  of. 

March  2,  1861 Duties. 

July  14,  1862 " 

June  30,  1864 '< 

March  3,  1865 " 

December  10,  1814 Enlistment 

March  3,  1815 " 

February  24,  1864 " 

July  18, 1866 Internal  Rerenne. 

February  5, 1867 Judiciary. 

Judiciary  Act,  14 Jurisdiction. 
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JoljS,  1870 Pateots. 

Jnlj2,  1865 Rakiof 

July  16, 1862 Witnestes. 

Much  3, 1865 WitneaseB,  Oompetencj  cl 

STEAM  TUG. 
See  Shifpuo,  4-8. 

STOPPAGE  IN  TBAKSrrU. 

1.  The  right  of  stoppage  in  trwrntm  attaches  to  goods  sold  on  credit,  where  nothing  is 
agreed  as  to  time  of  delivery.  Then  the  rendee  is  immediately  entitled  to  the  prop- 
erty and  the  right  of  possession,  hut  the  latter  is  not  absolate,  heing  liable  to  be 
defeated  if  he  becomes  insolvent  before  he  obtains  absolute  oootroL  Atidemitd  v. 
BandaU,  99. 

S.  Where  there  has  been  a  sale  by  the  consignee,  which  would,  independently  of  the 
indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading,  as  against  the  consignor,  give  title  to  the  vendee, 
the  efiect  of  the  indorsement  would  be  to  take  away  the  right  of  stoppage  in  tratuiu, 
in  cases  where  otherwise  it  would  exist    Ibid, 

3.  Parties  in  Philadelphia  consigned  a  cargo  of  coal  to  parties  residing  in  Boston,  to 
be  delivered  at  Portland,  and  the  consignees  named  in  the  bill  of  lading  indorsed 
and  delivered  the  same  to  the  defendants,  at  their  request,  at  a  certain  price  per  ton 
for  the  coal,  with  the  right  in  the  plainti£b  to  draw  for  the  amount  at  any  time. 
Hdd,  the  terms  of  the  sale  were  absolute,  as  also  was  the  indorsement  and  delivery 
of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  defeated  the  right  of  stoppage  in  tnumtu,  as  against  the 
purchaser.    Ibid. 

4.  It  would  make  no  difference  in  this  case,  if  the  consignees  named  in  the  bill  of  lad* 
ing  were  only  agents  of  the  shippers  of  the  coal,  because  two  days  after  the  arrival 
of  the  vessel,  and  after  the  master  notified  the  defendants  that  he  was  ready  to 
deliver,  ;the  plaintiff  approved  the  sale,  and  insisted  that  defendants  were  bound 
by  the  contract    Ibid. 

5.  It  makes  no  difference  in  such  case  whether  the  consignee  be  the  buyer  of  the  goods 
or  a  factor.  His  transfer  is  equally  capable  of  divesting  the  property  of  the  owner, 
and  vesting  it  in  the  indorsee  of  the  bill  of  lading.    Ibid. 

6.  Where  there  is  no  actual  delivery,  a  sale  of  goods  may  be  ralid  at  common  law, 
and  the  contract  be  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  but  if  there  be  a  delivery,  though 
symbolical,  sufficient  to  transfer  the  property  even  aa  against  the  creditors  of  the 
seller,  and  subsequent  purchasers,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  the  right  of  stoppage  in 
transitu,  there  need  not  be  anything  more  than  would  be  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
delivery,  and  to  change  the  property  at  conunon  law.    Ibid, 

SUBPCENA  DUCES  TECUM. 
See  Pboduotiok  of  Papbxs,  2 --4. 

TORT. 
Sec  Partkbrbqip,  2. 

TRIAL. 
See  JuBY. 
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TRUST. 

1.  The  complainant,  being  indebted  in  a  large  snm,  conveyed  certain  real  estate  to  one 
Otis,  upon  an  agreement  with  one  Applcton,  that  he  should  pay  the  amount  due 
the  complainant's  creditors,  and  take  a  transfer  of  the  property  conveyed,  and  ac- 
count to  the  complainant  for  the  balance  left  of  the  property  after  he  had  paid  him- 
self the  amount  advanced  and  interest.  The  trustee  was  to  hold  the  property  as 
security  for  the  money  advanced.  Hdd,  the  conveyance,  though  absolute  on  its 
face,  was,  under  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court,  a  mortgage.    Amory  v.  Lau>- 

■  rencej  523. 

2.  After  the  trustee  had  been  repaid,  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  in  the 
trustee's  hands  was  a  debt  or  liability  not  under  seal,  for  which  the  trustee  was  re- 
sponsible to  the  complainant,  and  as  such  constituted  a  good  cause  of  an  action  of 
contract  or  suit  in  Equity.    Ibid, 

See  Will,  5-10. 

USAGE. 
See  Dbmumbaob,  5;  Etidxvcs,  10-14, 15-18. 

WILL. 

1 .  In  this  case  it  was  hdd  that  the  a]l^;ed  contract  that  the  complainant  and  Sylvia 
Ann  Howland  were  to  exchange  wills,  and]  neither  to  make  any  new  will,  without 
first  returning  to  the  other  the  will  thus  received,  was  noA  proved.  Robiruon  y. 
Mandeli,  169. 

2.  Where  two  persons  agree  to  make  mutual  wills,  and  both  execute  the  agreement, 
it  is  hdd  that  neither  can  properly  make  a  will  without  notice  to  the  other.    Ibid. 

3.  Equity  only  interposes  to  enforce  the  agreement.    Ibid. 

4.  In  this  case  there  was  no  competent  evidence  to  show  that  there  was  any  agreement 
as  to  the  making  of  mutual  wills,  and  there  was  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ments to  warrant  any  such  conclusion.    Ibid, 

5.  The  proviso  of  a  will  bequeathing  all  the  testator's  property  to  certain  trustees  was 
as  follows :  **  Provided  also  that,  if  my  said  sons  respectively  should  alienate  or  dis- 
pose of  the  income  to  which  they  are  respectively  entitled  under  the  preceding 
trusts ;  or  if,  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  my  said  sons  respectively, 

.  or  by  any  other  means  whatsoever,  the  said  income  can  no  longer  be  personally  en- 
joyed by  my  said  sons  respectively,  but  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  shall,  or  but 
for  this  present  provision  would,  belong  to,  or  become  vested  in  or  payable  to,  some 
other  person  or  persons,  —  (hen  the  trusts  hereinbefore  expressed  concerning  the  said 
income,  or  concerning  so  much  thereof  as  should  or  would  have  so  become  vested 
in  or  payable  to  any  other  person  or  persons  other  than  my  said  sons  respectively  as 
aforesaid,  shall  immediately  thereupon  cease  and  determine.  And  the  same  income 
shall  be  applied  to  my  said  trustees  during  all  the  then  residue  of  the  life  of  my  said 
sons  respectively  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  ap- 
ply the  said  income,  or  such  part  thereof  as  aforesaid,  to  and  for  the  support  and 
maintenance,  or  otherwise  for  the  use  and  benefit,  of  the  wife,  child,  or  children, 
for  the  time  being,  of  my  said  sons  respectively,  or  such  one  or  more  of  such  wife, 
child,  or  children,  and  in  such  manner  as  my  said  trustees  in  their  discretion  shall 
think  proper,  and  as  to  such  wife  for  her  sole  and  separate  and  inalienable  use ;  and 
in  default  of  any  object  of  the  last-mentioned  trust  at  any  period  during  the  life  of 
my  said  sons  respectively,  and  when  and  so  often  as  the  same  shall  .happen,  then. 
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npon  tniBt,  from  time  to  time,  so  long  as  such  rmcancj  or  want  of  objects  shall  eon- 
tinue,  to  accamulate  and  inrest  the  inocane  aforesaid  in  augmentation  of  the  princi- 
pal or  capital  thereof  in  the  nature  of  oomponnd  interest,  with  power  of  changing 
inrestments  {as  hereinbefore  expressed ;  and  in  case,  at  an j  time  after  mj  decease, 
such  accumulation  should  cease  to  be  lawful,  then,  npon  trust,  to  applj  the  said 
annual  produce  and  income,  or  such  part  thereof  as  mnj  not  legidlj  be  accumulated 
during  said  want  of  objects  as  aforesaid,  in  such  and  the  like  manner  as  the  same 
would  be  applicable  under  the  ulterior  trusts  of  this  my  will."  Held,  such  proris- 
ion  was  valid,  and  the  life-interest  given  to  the  son  ceased  and  determined  at  his 
bankruptcj.    Nichols  r.  Eaton,  595. 

6.  Where  trustees  under  a  will  hare  a  discretion  as  to  the  manner  of  the  application 
of  the  trust-fund  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  person,  but  no  power  to  applj  it 
otherwise  than  for  his  benefit  during  hb  life,  his  interest  in  case  of  bankruptcj 
passes  to  the  assignee ;  but  in  this  case  the  life  estate  was  expressly  determined  bjr 
the  act  of  bankruptcj.    Ibid, 

7.  Such  a  provision  as  above  recited  passes  the  income  from  the  bankrupt  into  the 
control  of  the  trustees,  for  the  benefit,  at  the  trustees'  discretion,  of  the  wife  or  chil- 
dren of  one  or  more  of  his  sons ;  and  if  these  objects  fail,  the  trustees  are  required 
to  retain  the  income,  to  accumulate  and  pass,  alter  the  death  of  the  sons,  under  the 
ulterior  trusts  of  the  will.    Ibid 

8.  The  will  contained  also  the  following  provision :  "  And  in  case,  after  the  cessation 
of  said  income  as  to  m j  said  sons  respectivelj,  otherwise  than  bj  death,  as  herein- 
before provided  for^  it  shall  be  lawful  for  mj  said  trustees,  in  their  discretion,  but 
without  its  being  obligatory  upon  them,  to  paj  or  to  applj  for  the  use  of  mj 
said  sons  respectivelj,  or  for  the  use  of  such  of  mj  said  sons  and  his  wife  and 
fiimilj,  so  much  and  such  part  of  the  income  to  which  mj  said  sons  respectivelj 
would  have  been  entitled  under  the  preceding  trusts  in  case  the  forfeiture  hereinbe- 
fore provided  for  had  not  happened."  Held,  under  that  clause  no  right  vested  in 
the  bankrupt  to  anj  portion  of  the  income  which  he  could  enforce  in  anj  court  of 
law  or  in  equitj.    Ibid, 

9.  These  words  conferred  npon  the  trustees  a  power  to  be  exercised  or  not,  at  their 
discretion,  and  one  which,  if  exercised,  exonerated  them  from  liabilitj  for  not  applj- 
ing  such  portion  of  the  income  under  the  limitations  of  the  clause  first  recited ;  bat 
the  first  clause  controlled  their  action  as  to  the  whole  fund,  unless  a  portion  was 
withdrawn  from  those  limitations  bj  the  exercise  of  the  discretionarj  power  given 
them.    Ibid 

10^  Propertj  in  trust  cannot  pass  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcj  where  the  will  pro- 
vides for  an  absolute  cesser  of  the  bankrupt's  interest  on  the  event  of  bankruptcj, 
if  the  will  provides  for  the  vesting  of  the  interest  in  some  other  person.    IlwL 

WITNESS. 
See  Costs,  2;  Dbhubbaob,  1-5;  Eyidbhos,  2,  8, 5-8. 
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